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ABSTRACT 
The number of English Language Learners, both appropriately and inappropriately, 
placed in Special Education has risen in the public education system.  This requires Special 
Education classrooms to incorporate language acquisition opportunities into the child’s 
education, but the school systems are not currently prepared to provide this to the staff and 
students.  There is a lack of culturally and linguistically appropriate curricula, limited 
collaboration between parents and teachers, and incomplete IEPs affecting students placed in 
Special Education and learning English as a second language.  The purpose of the project is to 
address the needs of staff and families working with students who have ELL needs in a Special 
Education setting.  It focuses on three areas: collaboration, IEPs and curriculum.  The handbook, 
Supporting English Language Learners with Disabilities in Special Education, contains three 
subsections each with various resources for teachers to use.  These materials include templates 
for teachers to share with other teachers, service providers, parents, and students to support all 
personnel both in and out of school.  The second part of the project contains an adapted version 
of the Culturally Responsive and Relevant IEP Builder (CRRIB) to facilitate cultural and 
linguistic conversation around the IEP (Barrio, Miller, Hsiao, Dunn, Petersen, Hollingshead, & 
Banks 2017).  The third section of the handbook provides a variety of resources to support 
English language development in the classroom.  The final section of the project includes blank 
templates of everything offered in the first three sections.  This handbook can be a general guide 
to supporting collaboration, the creation of culturally and linguistically appropriate IEPs, and 
finding curriculum materials.  Ultimately, included resources can be adapted based on the 
specific needs of the learners.  Through the use of this research and project, teachers, parents and 
students will be able to improve the academic, cultural, and linguistic support for students who 
Y
are learning English in a Special Education classroom, ultimately improving their overall 
education. 
YL
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The public education system is constructed of different teachers, paraeducators, speech 
pathologists, parent volunteers, administrators, custodians, office staff, librarians, occupational 
therapists, interns, and most importantly: students.  Within just the student population, students 
are often split into various groups based on their learning styles, intelligence, language, academic 
needs, and socioeconomic status to name a few.  These labels can be beneficial or harmful to 
students and their ability to achieve.  Two labels that, if not properly supported, may cause the 
most direct impact on a child’s education: 1) the identification of Special Education (SPED) and 
2) classification as an English Language Learner (ELL).  Despite extensive testing and, in most
cases, genuine concern regarding a child’s education, students are often improperly placed in 
Special Education due to their second language acquisition (Watkins & Liu, 2013).  However, 
even when students are accurately identified with having a disability and are language learners, 
schools often fail to properly support both of these areas of need. 
Statement of the Problem 
Students identified as both language learners and learning disabled require a 
change in public education practice.  Over the last ten years, the number of ELL students who 
qualify for Special Education has risen requiring a variety of modifications in the classroom.  In 
the 2009-2010 school year, 518,088 students in the United States were identified as limited 
English Proficiency in addition to having a disability (Watkins & Liu, 2013).  California school 
students represented 39% of that nationwide statistic (Watkins & Liu,  2013).  Much of the 
concern lies with the over representation of ELL students in Special Education classes.  With an 
enlarged number of ELL students in Special Education programs, there is a high need for 
culturally and linguistically appropriate opportunities and support for students.   
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Currently there is a lack of culturally and linguistically appropriate curricula and limited 
collaboration between parents and teachers which has an adverse effect on IEPs (Barerra, 2013).  
Despite ongoing research, many teachers do not have access to research-based training and 
support in the area of teaching ELL students with special needs (Tyler & Garcia, 2013).  As a 
result, many educators lack the skills to be able to include language development support within 
IEPs (Hoover, Erickson, Patton, Sacco & Tran, 2018).  Due to insufficient guidance for teachers, 
many are ill prepared to support and create IEPs that are relevant to a child’s linguistic abilities 
and cultural needs (Barrio, Miller, Hsiao, Dunn, Petersen, Hollingshead, & Banks, 2017).  Many 
teachers acknowledge their own lack of confidence in teaching ELL students in Special 
Education.  There are some frameworks available to teachers in order to support their creation of 
culturally and linguistically appropriate IEPs.  One strategy is identifying valid and reliable 
assessment accommodations that can be established in the classroom prior to testing as 
classroom support (Willner & Mokhtari, 2017). Additionally, there are  IEP guides such as the 
Culturally Responsive and Relevant IEP Builder (CRRIB) (Barrio et al 2017).  However, the 
information provided is limited in its consideration of the whole IEP, and there remains a lack of 
overall support or guidance in how to present and use the CRRIB in an IEP meeting.    
Additionally, researchers have shown that curriculum and instruction is insufficiently 
supporting students due to the lack of appropriately certified teachers within schools (Garcia & 
Tyler, 2010; Tyler & Garcia, 2013).  Many teachers lack training in ELL, ESL or Bilingual 
Education.  This is reflected in Special Education programs as they solely focus on 
accommodating or modifying the general curriculum for the disability of a student without 
addressing their linguistic needs (Figueroa, Klingner & Baca, 2013).  There are inadequate 
training programs, professional development opportunities and research focused on teacher 
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performance and curriculum effectiveness with ELL students (Zhang & Choh, 2010).  In order to 
solve this issue, some researchers have created curriculum guidelines for teachers.  Hoover and 
Patton (2005) created guidelines focused on finding culturally responsive and responsible 
education programs.  These guidelines are applicable to a range of disciplines but do not 
acknowledge any specific programs that address the needs of multilingual students in Special 
Education.   
Finally, teachers need to adjust their professional collaboration styles to reduce the 
isolated planning system currently in practice (Kangas, 2018; Tyler & Garcia, 2013).  When 
teachers and service providers work together it can enhance a child’s education and eliminate 
secluded teaching methods (Kangas, 2018).  Similarly, parent teacher collaboration needs to 
improve in order to ensure parents understand the complicated, English biased, IEP 
process.  When parents are not provided proper information regarding their child’s IEP, there is 
little possibility that the IEP will be culturally and linguistically appropriate nor address the 
values and needs of the family (Jung, 2011).  It is the role of the educator and IEP team to 
minimize parent concern and confusion during the IEP process and can be done throughout the 
process of an IEP including before the meeting, during the meeting and after the meeting (Lo, 
2012). Supporting parents through an IEP is crucial to ensuring it aligns culturally, linguistically 
and academically for the students.    
Due to this disconnect between English language support, disability support, professional 
collaboration, parent teacher collaboration and creation of culturally and linguistically 
appropriate IEPs, students are not receiving an education that addresses all of their 
needs.  English Language Learners in Special Education would benefit from a school setting that 
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is culturally, academically and linguistically appropriate for their needs and it must begin in the 
classroom. 
Purpose of the Project 
 The purpose of this field project is to present a resource for those involved in educating 
children in the K-12 school system with disabilities and second language needs.  This resource is 
a handbook with sections addressing the collaborative, strategic and IEP related concerns of ELL 
students with special needs, and the parents and teachers who support them.  The guidebook is 
based on previously researched strategies and programs such as CRRIB in order to identify gaps 
in the education system regarding ELL students with disabilities.  Teachers may utilize this 
handbook to (a) create IEPs (b) host meetings (c) communicate with parents (d) collaborate with 
service providers (e) choose curriculum and (f) provide an overview of needs, skills and 
strategies for supporting ELL students with special needs.  Teacher education programs can use 
the resource for students within their special education programs to reduce the continuous cycle 
of special education programs lacking English Language acquisition information.  Additionally, 
parents can review various parts of the handbook to determine their rights and needs as they 
enter the American school system.  By addressing the areas of curriculum, IEPs and 
parent/teacher collaboration, ELL students with special needs may receive a more inclusive 
education. 
Theoretical Framework 
 In order to accommodate the interrelated needs of children learning English with a 
disability in a SPED classroom there are several perspectives that need to be taken to ensure both 
sets of needs are accommodated.  This project uses the Critical Disability Theory from Critical 
Disability Theory (Hosking, 2008) and the Critical Language Policy Theory from An 
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Introduction to Language Policy: Theory and Method (Tollefson, 2006) as the theoretical 
frameworks to encompass the needs of the students.     
Critical Disability Theory (CDT) is a theoretical perspective focused on the social and 
medical models of disability. CDT studies the interaction and relationship between disabilities 
and society by highlighting the disadvantages and unjust treatment in public spaces, interactions 
and legal rights of those with disabilities (Hosking, 2008).  CDT critiques several theories that 
unfairly analyze disability from the perspective of liberalism, legal, and essentialist 
models.  Hosking (2008) explains that each of these models overly simplify disabilities in 
society.  They present only one perspective of a disability through their lens without addressing 
the broader needs and abilities of people with a disability.   Alternatively, social and medical 
perspectives enhance the understanding that a disability is a physical impairment in conjunction 
with the social treatment of the people with that impairment.  It is important to note that the 
social and medical theories have one important difference. The medical model is focused on 
curing the disability while the social model is focused on accepting the disability (Hosking, 
2008).   
When considering this conflicting concept of disability verse normalcy, the CDT 
becomes a crucial lens to view the differences in social treatment.  When analyzing literary texts 
to determine the level of normalcy as a point of comparison to disability treatment, all texts can 
be viewed with a CDT point of view (Purdue Online Writing Lab, n.d).  Teachers working with 
students with special needs should employ a CDT perspective to view their students as a 
whole.   This theory recognizes the multidimensionality of a student with special needs and 
values the diversity within the field of disabilities.  Due to the content of this study, the CDT will 
be employed with the Critical Language Policy.    
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The Critical Language Policy (CLP) theory will be an additional lens used to ensure that 
students who are categorized as having a disability and learning an additional language are 
supported.  CLP falls under the realm of Critical Theory.  It is a theory focused on the way 
language policy affects people socially based on race, ethnicity, language, gender, and/or 
socioeconomic standing (Tollefson, 2006).  It examines the power struggle, inequality and 
discrimination that occur in public spaces such as schools, to generate alternative supports for 
multilingual learners (Tollefson, 2006).  It is beneficial to have a CLP perspective as an educator 
because language and communication are foundational skills within a school.  This viewpoint 
provides a focus on the way in which language is addressed in schools and how it is taught to 
certain groups. With this additional perspective, the entire persona is addressed.    
The combination of these theories will address a group of currently underserved students, 
English language learners with disabilities.  This population of students needs the perspectives 
provided by Critical Disability Theory and Critical Language Policy to determine the inequalities 
and discrimination occuring in their schools in order to adjust the societal views and understand 
how to support them. 
Significance of the Project 
 Excluding the number of students who are improperly placed into Special 
Education classes due to their English Language acquisition, there is an increased number of 
students properly identified in Special Education learning English as a second language.  Despite 
this influx, there has been little to no change in supporting Special Education teachers to 
determine appropriate curriculum, write culturally inclusive and sensitive IEPs or collaborate 
with families.  Without this support, ELL students in Special Education are not receiving an 
education that addresses their linguistic and academic needs.  This requires schools to be better 
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prepared for the combined needs of this non dominant group through the use of outside training 
or materials to act as a guide for teachers navigating these classrooms.  This handbook acts as 
one of the materials that can be used by districts to support Special Education Teachers, Service 
Providers/General Education teachers, teacher preparation programs and most importantly, 
students.   
The handbook specifically supports Special Education teachers in choosing a curriculum, 
creating an IEP and effectively communicating with service providers and parents.  The first 
section supports special education teachers through its collaboration focus.   It has a section for 
teachers to share with parents as a way of keeping them informed of their rights and 
options.  Communicating with parents is imperative for children with special needs but not all 
families are aware of their rights when entering an unfamiliar school system in addition to a 
specific program such as special education.  The collaboration section also reinforces the concept 
of collaborating with other teachers and service providers.  IEP teams can include large numbers 
of people depending on the needs of the child and these sections will help teachers keep in 
contact with the other members of the team to ensure communication about the academic needs 
and the language needs of the student are shared and updated throughout the school year.   The 
second section focuses on creating an IEP that not only focuses on the disability of the student 
but also provides relevant information about their ELL and cultural needs in and out of the 
classroom.  This section helps teachers consider and include a variety of culturally relevant and 
language specific components to the IEP.  An IEP already provides teachers and service 
providers with crucial information about the child’s disability but this section of the handbook 
helps it also include relevant information about the child’s language needs.   The third section 
involves choosing a curriculum and finding additional curriculum resources.  Having a specific 
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location for appropriate curriculum and ways to accommodate curriculum from a language 
perspective, minimizes the search time for teachers when put in a classroom of students with 
both disabilities and ELL needs.  The final section of the handbook is a compilation of the 
different templates presented in the project.  Each of these templates are blank for teachers to use 
and copy them in their classes.   
In addition to special education teachers, service providers and general education teachers 
can benefit from the use of this handbook.  With increased research and conversations 
surrounding inclusion, which involves placing students with disabilities in general education 
classrooms instead of separating them in special education classrooms, it is important for general 
education teachers and service providers to understand the needs of the students who are both 
ELL and SPED.  By using this handbook, they will have an understanding of curricular 
requirements the student will need in their subject area, they will know how to read the IEP for 
language specific needs of the child in addition to the disability needs and they will have an 
understanding of how to support parents.  As part of the IEP team, general education teachers 
and service providers need to understand the needs and rights of the parents as well as how to 
collaborate with them independently for classroom/subject specific information such as grades 
and field trips.  Language acquisition occurs throughout a child’s day and the handbook allows 
for all school professionals to gain information about the language and disability needs of the 
students they serve regardless of their subject area or education specialist status.   
In an attempt to reduce the number of teachers graduating and finishing their Special 
Education teacher preparation programs with little to no understanding of supporting ELL 
students in SPED, the handbook can act as supplemental material for these programs.  Professors 
can provide teacher candidate students with this handbook to allow them a resource for when 
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they enter their first classroom.  Within a credentialing program, students can use the handbook 
to practice identifying curriculum, accommodating curriculum and eliminating curriculum for 
special education classrooms.  They can use it to create mock IEPs with sufficient information 
regarding a child’s language needs in addition to any culturally relevant information.  Finally, 
Teacher candidates can use the handbook to put together informational packets for parents, 
practice communicating with service providers and general education teachers and hold trial IEP 
meetings with the team.  The information in the handbook is important for special education 
teachers to address before they enter a SPED classroom with ELL students.  Any review or use 
of the handbook will provide at least introductory information for their future careers as 
teachers.   
Finally, this handbook is beneficial to students because it is addressing the needs of a 
group that is often overlooked within the public education system.  Having a disability and 
learning a new language is a unique combination however, it is one that is increasing within the 
public education system.  This handbook allows students to receive a better chance at a more 
inclusive and complete education.  They are currently only receiving half of the support they 
need which is unfair and inappropriate.  The more the handbook is utilized in the special 
education classroom and inclusive general education classroom, the more likely the student is to 
gain access to their academic and language needs.  Students learning English as a second 
language deserve opportunities their general education peers have in the classroom and hopefully 
through the use of this handbook, their programs will begin to change in order to accommodate 
all of their needs.   
This handbook focuses on the specific needs of special education students learning 
English as a second language.  It analyzes and suggests appropriate curriculum, the cultural 
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relevance of an IEP and the collaboration needs of the teachers and parents.  Through the use of 
the handbook it provides special education teachers, service providers/general education 
teachers, credential programs and students with a better understanding of the needs of these 
students.  The handbook condenses the unique needs of ELL students in Special Education into a 
single resource, allowing for easy distribution and use out in the field of the public education 
system.   
Limitations 
The possible limitations of this project are its focus on students properly placed in special 
education with language needs.  It does not address the needs of students who are improperly 
placed in special education due to their language levels.  Additionally, while it can be used by 
general education teachers with ELL students identified with a disability, it does not provide 
specific information on how to support students who are a part of inclusion programs.  Finally, it 
does not specify one particular level of special education.  The handbook is intended to address 
the needs of any student in Special Education, not one specific level or disability. 
Definition of Terms 
Critical Disability Theory 
A socially focused theory specifically focused on the transformation of society to support 
people with disabilities (Hosking, 2008). 
Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLD) 
A group of learners from diverse academic, educational, socioeconomic, and cultural 
backgrounds (Gonzalez, Pagan, Wendell, & Love, 2011) 
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Any person identified with a form of impairment under one of the 13 government 
recognized categories: intellectual disability, hearing impairment, speech or language 
impairment, visual impairment, deaf, emotional disturbance, orthopedic impairment, autism, 
traumatic brain injury, other health impairment, specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or 
multiple disabilities. (IDEA, 2017)  
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 
A document used in schools to ensure, state and explain that a school aged child, ages 
3-22, with a legally identified disability receives specialized instruction and related services 
(University of Washington, 2019). 
Multidimensionality  
A term used to describe the multiple dimensions a person is a member of as they 
experience daily occurrences.  It is used in Critical Disability Theory to recognize that each 
person is associated with many groups and experiences associated with their disability and their 
normalcy (Hosking, 2008). 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
Students who meet the criteria of having special needs and learning English as an 
additional language are at a disadvantage when compared to their typically developing, English 
speaking peers.  These students are often placed in programs that insufficiently support their 
varied needs.  Many classrooms lack the ability to support students in Special Education with 
their language acquisition due to a variety of factors.  Three areas that require additional support 
are the creation of culturally and linguistically appropriate Individual Education Plans (IEPs), 
teacher training on and implementation of culturally accepting curricula, and improved parent, 
teacher and service provider collaboration.  By improving these three areas, ELL students in 
Special Education will have more opportunities for success in the classroom.   
The claim for this literature review is that ELL students in Special Education are 
linguistically underserved.  Three sets of reasons justify this claim.  This evidence includes: (a) 
IEPs are not culturally and linguistically appropriate (R1), (b) curricula and teacher curricula 
training do not address the linguistic needs of ELL students in Special Education programs (R2) 
and (c) parents, teachers and service providers lack sufficient collaboration to support ELL 
students in Special Education (R3).  Joint reasoning is used to justify the claim that ELL students 
in Special Education classes are linguistically underserved because the individual sets of 
evidence/reasons cannot stand alone.  However, when the sets of reasons are added together, 
they warrant the final conclusion.  A visual representation of the logic equation is as 
follows:  (R1,+ R2 + R3) ∴ C (Machi & McEvoy, 2012, p. 97). 
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IEPs are not Culturally and Linguistically Appropriate 
IEPs are a crucial part of educating a child with special needs and are increasingly important 
when the child is also considered an ELL student.  Despite this importance, most IEPs are 
currently neither culturally or linguistically appropriate for ELL students in the Special 
Education classroom (Hoover, Erickson, Patton, Sacco, and Tran, 2018).  This is due to a variety 
of reasons but begins with the assessment of the student as the materials are not culturally 
sensitive nor accurately used to test ELL students in SPED (Crevecoeur & Obiakor, 
2013).  When the child’s dominant language is not identified prior to placing them in SPED and 
creating an IEP, the students’ assessments are inaccurate making the IEP incomplete (Duarte, 
Greybeck & Simpson, 2013).  There is also a lack of teacher support in creating IEPs for 
bilingual or multilingual students (Eakins 2019; Hoover et al 2018; Wilner & Mokharti 
2018).  While this may be supplemented by the use of programs like the Culturally Responsive 
and Relevant IEP Builder (Barrio et. al 2017) and the use of accommodations (Wilner & 
Mokharti 2018), teachers are still left without proper, direct support to write an IEP that 
accurately portrays the cultural, linguistic and academic needs of an ELL student in SPED, 
ultimately underserving the student’s education.   
 Before a child is placed into Special Education and receives an IEP they must first 
engage with a psychologist or diagnostician for assessment.  When a child knows more than one 
language, they are assessed to determine their dominant language to ensure that any assessments 
done thereafter provide information regarding any learning deficits despite the language 
barrier.  As Duarte, Greybeck and Simpson (2013) explain, if a child has a disability, it will be 
present regardless of the language the student is using daily.  These determination assessments 
are important for the student’s overall results as well as their future results as this information is 
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used for placement and creation of the IEP.  There are several recommended assessments for 
learning a child’s dominant language: Bilingual Verbal Abilities Test, Basic Inventory of Natural 
Languages, the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey-Update and the SOLOM (Duarte et al 
2013).  After the child’s first language is tested they should take the California English Language 
Proficiency Test or the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency test to determine which language is 
dominant (Duarte et al 2013).  By assessing the child in both their native language and English, it 
will become more obvious which language the child is more comfortable with and which one the 
SPED assessments should be given in by the psychologist.  This is crucial to know as every three 
years a child with a disability is retested to ensure that SPED and/or the program they are in is 
still relevant to their needs.    
One recommended method for reminding teachers, psychologists, and diagnosticians of 
the steps that should be taken when assessing a bi- or multilingual student for SPED is the 
acronym MODEL (Olvera & Gomez 2011).  “MODEL stands for multiple sources of 
information, observations, data driven hypothesis, English language development, language of 
assessment” (Duarte, Greybeck & Simpson 2013, p. 135) and should be completed in that 
order.  By using this MODEL, professionals completing the assessments will be able to use 
various assessments and observations, create hypotheses about the students development, 
determine their English acquisition and determine which language should be used for the 
assessment (Duarte et al., 2013).  Without this framework, students may be assessed in the 
wrong language or in a culturally insensitive way which would cause further inaccuracies  to 
their IEP and overall education.    
 Once testing is completed, a disability is appropriately identified and an IEP team is 
formed, the team can start creating an IEP.  Hoover et al (2018) conducted research on 30 IEPs 
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from two public school districts.  Their research provided evidence that IEPs often lack 
important cultural and linguistic information and accommodations.  The absence of pertinent 
information on English language development, native language use, instructional practices, and 
prior knowledge/information, can negatively impact the teacher’s understanding of the student’s 
strengths and needs (Hoover et al 2018).  Without this information, it can be difficult to write 
and assess progress toward IEP goals, and to identify appropriate accommodations and services. 
Teachers are not able to properly support their students when IEPs do not contain important 
information on student cultural characteristics, linguistic ability, dominant language, assessments 
and background information.  However, in order to write culturally and linguistically appropriate 
IEPs, teachers require training.   
Many teachers express a desire for more support in the creation of IEPs for ELL students 
in Special Education; teachers often feel they are inadequately creating and implementing IEPs 
in a culturally responsive way because they do not receive sufficient guidance (Barrio, Miller, 
Hsiao, Dunn, Petersen, Hollingshead & Banks 2017; Hoover et al 2018; Wilner & Mokharti 
2018).  Barrio et al (2017) states that “current supports available for IEP teams primarily address 
the technical aspects of the IEP (i.e. writing goals that are measurable) but offer little assistance 
in designing culturally responsive IEPs” (Barrio et al 2017 p. 115).  This desire for support and 
deficient response leaves many teachers feeling they are not appropriately providing aid for all of 
the needs of their students (Barrio et al, 2017). Without specific training, professional 
development and preservice education, teachers are not able to create an IEP that has proper 
information about students’ cultural, linguistic and academic needs (Hoover et al 2018).    
The deficient teacher support results in a document with insufficient data and strategies 
for ELL students in Special Education, making the IEP inadequate.  One answer to this problem, 
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provided by Barrio et al. (2017),  is the use of the Culturally Responsive and Relevant IEP 
Builder (CRRIB).  This matrix addresses four areas of the IEP in an attempt to make it more 
culturally and linguistically appropriate for ELL students.  The four focus areas addressed by the 
CRRIB are: the foundation information, services, assessments/accommodations, and transition 
into or out of a special education program (Barrio et al., 2017).  The CRRIB allows for inclusion 
of, but does not specifically address, other areas of the IEP such as a behavior plan.  This leaves 
educators with an incomplete framework for how to create an IEP that is culturally and 
linguistically relevant for students.  This tool is meant to engage practitioners in thought 
provoking ways in order to reflect on their own practices regarding information in the IEP.  It 
should be used as a practitioner tool rather than a research based mandated tool (Eakins, 
2019).  The CRRIB has the potential to support teachers in their understanding of a culturally 
responsive and relevant IEP however,  it does not provide a full explanation or guide, putting 
ELL students in Special Education at a disadvantage.   
Another potential solution for supporting teachers of ELL students in Special Education, 
is to recognize the importance of accommodations.  For example, Castellon and Warren (2013) 
report that the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) State Collaboratives on 
Assessment and Student Standards created a set of guidelines for districts to use when 
determining the language and style of assessments.  The goal of this framework is used to help 
schools create appropriate expectations for students, create accommodations, properly implement 
accommodations and reflect on the use of the accommodations (Castellon & Warren, 
2013).  Accommodations allow ELL students to actively receive support in their classes and is 
one way to ensure the IEP is culturally and linguistically appropriate.    
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Throughout the last 25 years, accommodations have shifted from written support on state 
assessments to fully inclusive support on assessments through the use of technology.  However, 
the accommodations, if not used outside of assessments do not provide students realistic support 
in the classroom (Wilner & Mokharti, 2018).  Assessments in the digital age allow for more 
individualization of accommodations and increased implementation for students.  The inclusion 
of technology has benefited many students and equalized assessments for ELL students in 
Special Education (Wilner & Mokharti, 2008). However, there is the potential for further support 
if culturally appropriate accommodations are practiced regularly in the classroom and not solely 
stated in the IEP or used for formal assessments (Wilner & Mokharti, 2018).  There are many 
benefits to exposing students to the accommodations prior to testing including direct instruction 
of how to use tools in the classroom, different contexts to learn information, and additional 
opportunities to practice using the accommodations (Wilner & Mokharti, 2018).  When both the 
students and the teachers understand the IEP accommodations in a context outside of assessment, 
students will have more opportunity for growth in their general academics and their language 
acquisition.   
In summary, IEPs are a crucial component to a student in a Special Education program 
and when used properly can support a student’s language development.  IEPs currently do not 
provide teachers with proper information regarding students cultural, linguistic, and academic 
needs.  They are based on assessments that without proper proctoring, could incorrectly identify 
a student with a disability or assess them in the wrong language.  Any frameworks available to 
teachers to remedy the IEPs are incomplete in their execution of editing IEPs for cultural and 
linguistic relevance.  Similarly, accommodations lack the proper implementation to be culturally 
and linguistically appropriate in the IEP, classroom and assessments as they are currently mostly 
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used on assessments.  This results in culturally and linguistically inappropriate IEPs, and a large 
number of ELL students in Special Education who are underserved in the public education 
system. 
Curricula and Teacher Curricula Training do not Address Linguistic Needs  
Crafting culturally and linguistically appropriate IEPs is one component of an educational 
environment that is supportive of ELL students in Special Education.  Another important 
component is identifying and implementing curriculum that is culturally and linguistically 
appropriate.  As with writing culturally and linguistically appropriate IEPs, many teachers 
express concern about their lack of access to, and training in, curricula that serves the needs of 
language learners with exceptional needs  (Barrio, Peak & Murawski 2017; Tyler & Garcia 
2013).  Teachers explain that they do not have training in teaching ELL, ESL or bilingual 
education making it difficult to choose a curriculum that addresses the varied needs of 
students.  Without the proper knowledge of how to support ELL students, there is no clarity for 
finding curricula that will accurately support students in a culturally appropriate manner 
(Figueroa, Klingner & Baca, 2013).  This combination of poor curricula options and lack of 
training severely affects student opportunities.    
Research conducted on this issue has revealed several suggestions for modifying existing 
curriculum but does not provide curriculum options that address all of the needs of these 
students.  For example, Tyler and Garcia (2013) suggest that teachers consider two main factors 
when preparing teaching materials: (a) determining possible learning obstacles and (b) finding 
materials and practices appropriate for students levels and abilities.  In each of these, a list of 
statements is used to support teacher consideration of materials.  Educators are asked to analyze 
their current lesson plans and curriculum in order to determine if it is appropriate for their 
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students’ cognitive and academic levels.  Through the use of this checklist teachers are given 
different suggestions on how to modify their current teaching practices.  These suggestions are 
separated into four categories: difficulty level, teaching strategies, accessibility, and motivation 
(Tyler & García, 2013). Within these sections, teachers are provided a list of potential 
improvements for their current curriculum to support ELL students with disabilities in their 
classes.  Similarly, Barrio, Peak and Murawski (2017) separate strategies into cognitive, social 
and metalinguistic categories.  They provide suggestions such as graphic organizers and thinking 
maps to help students organize their cognitive learning, group work to support their social 
interactions and self-awareness/learning to support their metalinguistic knowledge (Barrion, 
Peak & Murawski 2017).  While these suggestions are highly effective practices for a classroom, 
it is not a specific curricula that can support student growth and teacher instruction.  
Hoover and Patton (2005) also address the different needs of ELL students in SPED and 
express the importance of looking at the “language function, acculturation, conceptual 
knowledge, thinking abilities, cultural values/norms and teaching/learning styles” of the students 
(Hoover & Patton, 2005, p. 233).  From these broad topics, the authors offer a checklist 
regarding learning factors and cultural appropriateness to support teachers of ELL students in 
SPED.  Hoover and Patton (2005) focus on differentiating the current curriculum in order to 
adjust the language, communication, difficulty level, connections and cultural values within their 
checklist.  It provides a concrete set of areas for teachers to specifically analyze and adjust based 
on their current curricula (Hoover & Patton, 2005).   Despite these suggestions, checklists and 
reflection questions, no curriculum fully supports ELL students language needs in a Special 
Education classroom.            
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An additional factor that many researchers focus on is the sociocultural influence a 
teacher’s background has on the curriculum they choose and the way they instruct as a result of 
insufficient training.  Garcia and Tyler (2010) discuss the importance of recognizing a student’s 
culture within the lesson and how a topic may be more or less relevant to the students based on 
their backgrounds in addition to the potential teacher bias for why it was chosen.  Unintentional 
teacher bias can infiltrate the classroom based on a teacher’s own culture, their misinterpretation 
of others cultures, or lack of awareness (Rodriguez & Hardin, 2017). This contributes to 
curriculum decisions, however without proper training, teachers may not be aware of how to 
choose a curriculum that is culturally relevant, academically appropriate, and linguistically 
appropriate to their students.   
Before addressing the cultural needs of a curriculum, researchers express the importance 
of good teaching practices such as using students strengths as a primary method of instruction 
and teaching independence skills for studying and learning (Eppolito, Lasser & Klinger, 2013; 
Garcia & Tyler, 2010).  These examples of good teaching practices fall under the umbrella of 
Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) which is a framework created by Geneva Gay focused on 
incorporating student’s cultural, experiential and personal perspectives in order to provide an 
education that is academically and culturally relevant to all students in the classroom (Rodriguez 
& Hardin, 2017).  CRT focuses on various aspects of the education system to support culturally 
and ethnically diverse students in the classroom.  The five main elements of CRT include 
developing an understanding of cultural diversity, using diverse content in curriculum, creating 
an environment of caring, communicating, and addressing diversity in instruction (Gay, 
2002).  With this foundation, Rodriguez and Hardin (2017) provide a list of suggestions for 
creating an education program that is culturally relevant and behaviors/assumptions to avoid in 
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the classroom.  They involve: (a) learning about the students in the classroom, (b) understanding 
a teacher’s culture/s, (c) creating a welcoming and positive atmosphere where students can 
address any stereotypes or misconceptions about each other, (d) connecting curriculum to real 
life and realities of students in the classroom, and (e) thinking in a positive strength based way 
about students (Rodriguez & Hardin 2017).  Similar to Gay (2002), Rodriguez and Hardin (2017) 
are working to create a space for students to comfortably share and incorporate their own 
cultures in their everyday learning of math, science, history and English.  The authors focus on 
the use of cultural diversity to help boost the traditional topics of learning in a European-
American school system (Eppolito, Lasser, & Klinger, 2013; Gay 2002; Rodriguez & Hardin 
2017).  Additionally, community, views on authority and gender roles in a culture all affect a 
person’s ability to learn so identifying ways to support a child’s learning environment to ensure 
it’s culturally sensitive and responsive can support an ELL student in SPED (Rodriguez & 
Hardin, 2017).  However, the intentions of CRT do not provide a linguistically supportive 
curriculum to SPED teachers with ELL students.    
In order to address the linguistic needs of students, researchers suggest using Sheltered 
English instruction as a means of supporting language needs in a content subject such as math or 
history (Garcia & Tyler 2010).  Teaching English through the use of content instruction allows 
for students to receive the linguistic support they need in a content rich setting.  Barrio, Peak and 
Murawski (2017) explain that three types of Sheltered English: Content-Based Instruction, 
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) and Specially Designed Academic Instruction 
in English (SDAIE) to help scaffold language acquisition in content classes (Barrio, Peak & 
Murawski, 2017). Additionally, some of the accommodations discussed by Hoover and Patton 
(2005) include reading items aloud, providing extended time for testing, using their native 
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language as a tool and introducing test taking strategies (Garcia & Tyler 2010; Hoover & Patton 
2005).  However, they also reference using supplementary activities and materials to the 
curriculum if it insufficiently supports the student and facilitating small group mini lessons to 
support student learning (Garcia and Tyler, 2010). While these suggestions are beneficial to a 
functioning classroom, they do not support teachers in learning how to select a curriculum for 
their ELL students in Special Education.             
The research provides meaningful options for teachers to implement temporarily but none 
deliver suggestions on where to find culturally, linguistically and cognitively appropriate 
curriculum.  The research illustrates very broad teaching practices for teachers to apply to their 
classrooms to improve their current instruction but does not provide specific curricula that 
integrate the culture or language of students.  Additionally, it does not illustrate how to choose a 
curricula that is culturally and linguistically appropriate for ELL students in Special 
Education.   This is a common occurrence in this area of study, perpetuating the issue of finding 
appropriate curriculum for ELL students in Special Education.  Without proper curriculum in the 
classroom, ELL students in Special Education are not receiving the linguistic support they need, 
the specialized instruction they need nor the cultural appropriateness they deserve. 
Parents, Teachers and Service Providers Lack Sufficient Collaboration  
Much like curricula not addressing the cognitive, cultural or linguistic needs of students; 
parent, teacher and service provider collaboration does not consistently support student growth 
and need.  Researchers have determined when parents, teachers and service providers do not 
appropriately collaborate, IEPs will not be culturally or linguistically appropriate (Kangas, 
2018).  Similarly, teachers will not receive pertinent information regarding the child and parents 
may not understand their child’s education, creating a prominent gap between home and school.   
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Without proper collaboration among professionals and parents, ELL students in Special 
Education are at risk for not receiving the culturally appropriate linguistic support and 
specialized instruction they require.  To begin, collaboration is imperative to the assessment of 
ELL students for Special Education.  Langdon (2013) states that in 2012, out of 150,000 Speech 
Language Pathologists, only seven percent were bilingual, and most of them were bilingual in 
one language, Spanish.  Additionally, the SPED teachers that do teach bilingual or multilingual 
students in SPED do not have knowledge to address ELL language needs, are unaware of CRT 
practices, and do not collaborate properly with families and colleagues (Eppolito, Lasser & 
Klinger, 2013).  This illustrates the need for more bilingual professionals, but also further 
expresses a need for collaboration among professionals and interpreters.  When providing 
assessments in a different language, interpreters and Special Education staff need to collaborate 
on administration of assessments, special education specific terminology, ELL vocabulary and 
overall school culture.  If the relationship between teachers, interpreters and parents falters the 
student can be improperly identified as having a disability, or placed in a class that does not fully 
support their needs  
After the initial assessment, collaboration among Special Education teachers, ELL 
teachers, and general education teachers continues to be crucial to the overall education of a 
student.   Kangas (2018) explains the need for general education teachers, special education 
teachers, ELL teachers, and service providers to collaborate regularly in order to support 
students.  The alternative is working separately which “falls prey to the specialization trap 
(Kangas, 2017a), whereby school personnel attend to the educational needs of these students that 
only pertain to their specialization” of special education, English Language or content classes 
(Kangas, 2018, p. 31). This can result in each educator providing a singularly focused skill set to 
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the student and no one tracking the overall needs of the student (Kangas, 2018).  There are many 
contributing factors to insufficient collaboration among teachers including lack of (a) 
professional development and training focused on ELL students in Special education specific 
collaboration, (b) time to collaborate during the school day, and (c) data sharing techniques/tools 
for informing involved parties of students’ ELL and disability needs (Kangas 2018; McConnell 
& Murawski 2017).  Teachers and service providers need to work together to ensure they can 
effectively and accurately work with the student and relay information to parents (Langdon, 
2013).  This includes assessing students, interpreting assessment results, collecting and recording 
data, creating IEPs, and facilitating communication with parents.  However, without the 
necessary time, training and tools, collaboration rarely happens.  Without a strong support 
system, students can fall behind in their academic or linguistic education, keeping them from 
reaching their full linguistic fluency and academic potential.    
Parent and teacher collaboration in a child’s education is also crucial to the overall 
success of ELL students in Special Education.  Parents provide personal information, educational 
history, and extensive knowledge about a child but often feel like silent partners on the IEP team 
(Jung, 2011; McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  Research investigating parent involvement in IEPs 
indicates that parents are regularly not provided sufficient information regarding the IEP process, 
their role, options, and goals (Jung, 2011).  A contributing factor to lack of parent involvement 
can be due to “family’s acculturation level, limited English proficiency, the difference in values 
and attitudes toward disability, communication style different from mainstream families and lack 
of knowledge about the IEP process and the school infrastructure” (Jung, 2011, p. 21).  Parents 
of ELL students in Special Education require different support than mainstream families as they 
have to navigate a differing school system, legal barriers and overall access to educational 
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support for their children (Jung, 2011).  They may not receive information due to their overall 
awareness of their parental rights and student placement, leaving them feeling confusion and 
possibly discrimination based on insufficient staff communication (Jung, 2011).  This can be 
remedied through the initial parent/teacher communication form called MAP (McConnell & 
Murawski, 2017).  This form allows teachers to learn about the parents and their children in a 
nonacademic setting.  It can be translated and even made into an online version for families that 
are more technology focused.  Once this initial introduction is made, McConnell and Murawski 
(2017) suggest contacting parents regularly with positive news, schedule changes, grades, 
assignments, behavior changes, successes and difficult days to keep that communication constant 
(McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  This will allow there to be a parent teacher relationship and an 
overall better understanding of the student’s homelife, language, and culture.    
However, teachers may not collaborate with families in a way that is deemed culturally 
appropriate for the family and may create unjust bias against the families.   The lack of response 
from families may be misinterpreted by educators as a disinterest or overall satisfaction with the 
current program or IEP (Jung, 2011; McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  This incorrect assumption 
is a result of insufficient teacher training on working with parents from other cultures (Barrera, 
2013; McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  Similarly, Lo (2012) found that collaboration between 
parents and teachers may be affected by the differences in perspectives surrounding 
education.  The American view on education is founded in advocating for oneself, voicing one’s 
opinions and individualism; however, not all cultures view education in the same way (Lo, 2012; 
McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  As Jung (2011) mentioned, parent responses may be 
misinterpreted as acceptance of the IEP and the current educational setting; however, that is not 
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always accurate.  This, combined with the complicated nature of the IEP, creates insufficient 
communication between parents and teachers.   
In order to avoid misunderstandings between educators and parents, Lo (2012) and 
Barerra (2013) make suggestions for creating a collaborative relationship.  Their suggestions 
include: (a) meeting with families before an IEP to explain the process with an interpreter and 
any documents that will be used, (b) suggesting parents bring other supporters from the child’s 
life, (c) having an interpreter who is familiar with the educational terminology and the parents 
first language or dialect, (d) keeping an open mind, (e) creating parent focused groups for 
families of ELL students in Special Education, and (f) providing all materials in the parents’ 
native language (Barrera, 2013 & Lo, 2012  ).  These suggestions are beneficial to the overall 
creation of an IEP and can begin the process of creating more cohesive communication between 
families and educators however they do not provide evidence based training to teachers.  This 
pattern of poor collaboration between parents and team members can result in insufficient time 
for interpretation, an IEP that lacks parent values, poor school/home communication and an 
overall educational setting that does not linguistically or culturally support an ELL student in 
Special Education.  As with professional collaboration among teachers and specialists, a lack of 
collaboration with families means that students may not receive the support they need to succeed 
in school. 
Summary 
When children learning English as a second language are identified with having a 
disability and are placed in Special Education, they are at a disadvantage.  Many ELL children 
are linguistically underserved within Special Education.   Contributing to this insufficient 
education is the fact that IEPs are not culturally and linguistically appropriate for ELL 
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children.  They lack appropriate information about a child’s language and background and may 
not address any cultural aspects about the child.  Many teachers do not have sufficient training in 
order to remedy these errors resulting in a culturally inappropriate document.  Additionally, 
curriculum used in the classroom does not support the linguistic and academic needs of ELL 
students.  Curriculum is not chosen with the perspective of ELL students in Special Education 
and teachers are not provided frameworks or training to guide their curriculum decisions.  This 
results in curricula that does not support student linguistic growth.  Finally, parents, teachers and 
service providers are not effectively collaborating.  Special Education teachers, General 
Education teachers, ELL teachers, service providers and interpreters play crucial roles in the 
education of an ELL student with a disability and it is imperative that they work together to 
support the child. Unfortunately, this time to collaborate is not offered or may not be utilized 
effectively due to lack of training.  Similarly, teacher and parent collaboration needs to improve 
in order to ensure parents have a voice in their child’s education.  Due to cultural differences, 
teachers may misinterpret parent responses which can keep teachers from gaining valuable 
insight into the cultural and linguistic needs of the child.  In an attempt to minimize these three 
areas affecting ELL student growth in Special Education, teachers and parents would benefit 
from a handbook with information focused on IEPs, curricula, and collaboration.  This handbook 
acts as a framework for how to address the specific needs of children learning English in a 
Special Education classroom in an attempt to ensure their academic, linguistic and cultural needs 
are met within the public school setting.   
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CHAPTER III 
THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 
 
Brief Description of the Project 
 
 This handbook is a collection of templates, materials and supports for Special Education 
teachers, parents, service providers and general education teachers in order to support students 
with Special Education and English language acquisition needs.  This handbook has three main 
sections: 1) Collaboration with Families, Educators and Service Providers; 2) Creating Culturally 
Relevant and Linguistically Appropriate IEPs; and 3) Finding, Creating and Accommodating 
Curriculum for the Special Education classroom with English Language Acquisition 
Needs.  Each of these main sections has subsections with an explanation of the material, 
suggested uses for it and an example of it.  The final section is a compilation of bank versions of 
each document.   
Section 1: Collaboration with Families, Educators and Service Providers  
The first section focuses on collaboration between families, educators and service 
providers.  It contains two subsections: the first focusing on supporting SPED teacher 
collaboration with parents and the second focusing on communication between SPED teachers 
and other school professionals.  Both subsections are organized in the same manner.  They begin 
with a description of the material, a list for suggested use of the material and then an example of 
a completed version of the material.  This allows teachers to see why this is important, how it can 
be used and what information should be filled out.  The first subsection for parents has the 
following materials: Student Information Sheet, Parent Information Sheet, Family Interaction 
log, and an Informational Pamphlet for families transitioning into schools.  These resources 
allow Special Education teachers to communicate with families in a variety of ways in order to 
gain information about the student, their family, culture, language and needs.   
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The second subsection is focused on supporting collaboration between Special Education 
teachers and other education professionals including service providers and general education 
teachers.  This subsection is set up in a similar manner as the first with a description of the 
resource, suggested uses and an example template.  The different materials offered in this section 
include: Information sheet with goals/accommodations/language/parent contact, Progress report 
feedback form, Staff collaboration notes/tracker, and Student Services Calendar.  Each of these 
resources are intended to allow more communication and sharing of information regarding 
student disability and language needs to other professionals working with the student.  This type 
of communication can enhance the opportunities provided to the student as well as the overall 
work atmosphere for the professionals.   
Section 2: Creating Culturally Relevant and Linguistically Appropriate IEPs  
 The second section of the handbook is focused on supporting Special Education Teachers 
in creating an IEP that is both culturally and linguistically relevant to the specific needs of a 
student.  It begins with an explanation of how to assess a child who may need evaluation for 
Special education.  This piece of the section provides a list of people to communicate with prior 
to evaluation as well as suggested assessments to determine a child’s dominant language prior to 
evaluating their academic abilities.  Following the template is a valuable acronym to remind 
teachers of the steps for completing assessments for children who are suspected of having a 
disability and are considered an English language learner.  The next resource is an explanation of 
the Culturally Responsive and Relevant IEP Builder (CRRIB).  This resource was created by 
Barrio, Miller, Hsiao, Dunn, Petersen, Hollingshead, & Banks (2017) in order to allow the IEP 
team to decipher the way an IEP is implemented and created to determine if it is culturally and 
linguistically appropriate.  After the explanation of how to use the CRRIB is an example 
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provided and created by Dr. Barrio in order to support their understanding of how to use this 
tool.   
Section 3: Adapting Curriculum for the Special Education Classroom with English 
Language Acquisition Needs  
 The third section of the handbook focuses on adapting curriculum using Culturally 
Responsive Teaching supports based on Geneva Gay (2002).  These teaching practices are 
explained in the diagram provided as the first resource in this section.  The second part of this 
section is a chart with online programs for teachers, professional development, families and 
students.  It provides an explanation of the resource, the type of resource and who it supports to 
help teachers navigate through the different types of supports available for working with students 
learning English with a disability.  These materials are compiled from personal resources, 
various chapters of What Really Works with Exceptional Learners Murawski & Scott (2017), 
and additional online resources.   
Section 4: Blank Templates  
 The final section of this handbook is a collection of the various templates explained 
throughout the handbook.  They are all blank allowing for teachers, families and other 
professionals to copy and use in their own classrooms. 
Development of the Project 
 
The idea for a project centered around supporting SPED teachers, students, families and 
other education professionals began before entering this masters program.  As a special 
education teacher in my first year of teaching, I found myself underprepared to support the 
students and families in my classroom who were also English Language Learners.  As I gained 
experience in my classroom and knowledge from my colleagues, I started looking for teaching 
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ESL master’s degree programs that would provide me a better understanding of how to support 
the ESL aspect of my students.  This is how I found the MA TESOL program at the University 
of San Francisco.  Through my master’s classes I realized there was a way to combine my 
knowledge of teaching SPED students and ESL students.  I started researching ways to support 
SPED classrooms with ELL students in my research methods course to gain understanding of 
current methodologies used in supporting this unique group of students.  Through this research I 
came to the conclusion that there were actually three areas that must be considered when 
supporting this group: collaboration with families and professionals, IEPs, and 
curriculum.  These three areas directly impact the teachers and students in SPED who are also 
ELL.  With this understanding, I used the research and suggestions from various resources to 
compile them into one single handbook with some helpful materials for teachers to use when 
working in a SPED classroom with students who are English Language Learners.  Through the 
support of my professors, I completed the assignment in a series of sections beginning with 
completing Chapter 1 and the literature review during the summer of 2019 and the handbook, 
chapter 3 and chapter 4 during the spring semester of 2020.  The semester between I continued 
my TESOL courses and gained knowledge of ways to teach English to non English 
speakers.  This project was a way of addressing issues I was seeing in my own classroom and 
possibly ease some of the stress of other teachers who are in a similar situation. 
 
The Project 
 
The project in its entirety can be found in the appendix. 
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CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Conclusions 
 
The number of ELL students in Special Education has risen significantly over the course 
of the last ten years (Watkins & Liu, 2013).  With this increase there are several areas that need 
improvement to better support students who fall into the population of ELL students in a SPED 
classroom.  The three areas of need that were identified for this project include: 1) teacher, 
parent, and service provider collaboration, 2) IEP creation, and 3) curriculum support.  The 
insufficient support in these three areas results in an education system that does not provide a 
culturally and linguistically appropriate education system for some of our most vulnerable 
students.  
Collaboration between the special education teacher, parents, general education teachers, 
and service providers is a crucial aspect of a child’s education.  With the variety of needs each 
individual may require, ensuring that all participants are informed can create an environment that 
is academically, culturally, and linguistically appropriate for the child.  Kangas (2018) explains 
that collaboration among education professionals allows students to receive a more complete 
education instead of a segmented skills provided by individual educators and service 
providers.  This lack of collaboration is a result of a variety of factors including a lack of 
professional development opportunities, collaboration time with other professional and data 
sharing tools (Kangas, 2018; McConnell & Murawski, 2017).  In addition to the downfalls 
within the professionals to regularly communicate about a child’s needs in a classroom, it is also 
crucial for parents and families to be regularly involved in the child’s education to ensure it is 
culturally and linguistically appropriate.  Parents provide a different perspective regarding the 
child’s needs, history, experiences, cultural and linguistic needs but are often not regularly 
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included to their fullest potential in meetings (Jung, 2011; McConnell & Murawski, 
2017).  Additionally, research indicates that parents are often not provided information regarding 
IEPs, their rights, options or goals of a meeting (Jung, 2011).  This creates a sense of confusion 
and frustration from the parents and an ill informed education team (Jung, 2011).  The 
combination of poor collaboration within the school team and insufficient communication 
between home and school can drastically harm the students educational supports including the 
IEP.   
In order to track a child’s progress, services, accommodations and overall educational 
needs, an IEP is created by a team of teachers, administrators, service providers and 
parents.  When all members of the team are properly informed about the IEP and it’s various 
parts, the IEP can include the cultural and linguistic needs and history of the student and address 
those needs in addition to any disability supports the team can provide during school.  However, 
despite the importance of the document, research has shown that IEPs are not currently culturally 
or linguistically appropriate for ELL students in Special Education (Hoover, Erickson, Patton, 
Sacco, and Tran, 2018).  This is a result of improper assessment of the child and lack of teacher 
support in creating the IEP (Duarte, Greybeck & Simpson, 2013; Eakins, 2019; Hoover et al 
2018; Wilner & Mokharti, 2018).  The result of an insufficient IEP is an incomplete education 
for students who benefit from language support and special education services.   
Given that the IEP acts as a guide to a child’s academic, cultural, and linguistic needs, it 
is a crucial component to educating a child.  However, it is not the only aspect of the students' 
education, the other being the curriculum implemented in the classroom.  Teachers have 
expressed that there are several concerns surrounding special education and language acquisition 
curriculum.  Many teachers lack training in ELL, ESL or bilingual education, do not have access 
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to training or materials that will support the specific needs of this population (Barrio, Peak & 
Murawski 2017; Figueroa, Klingner & Baca, 2013; Tyler & Garcia, 2013).  The combination 
results in an educational program that does not support the students needs or the teachers.   
The purpose of this project was to create a handbook that would support teachers, service 
providers and families who work with students learning English in a Special Education 
setting.  The handbook offers support in the areas of collaboration, IEP creation, and curriculum 
in order to guide teachers as they work with this population.    
The significance of this project was centered around the increased number of ELL 
students in Special Education and the lack of change in supporting them in schools.  While there 
has been an improved focus on keeping ELL students who do not have disabilities out of Special 
Education, this improvement has not reached the students properly identified with a disability 
also learning English as a second language.  This lack of support for students is a direct result of 
poor teacher training, collaboration, IEP creation, and curriculum implementation.  Without 
these components, students are not receiving proper support, families are not getting the 
opportunities to support, and teachers are not implementing the proper academic and 
individualized materials.  This field project and handbook are focused on decreasing those 
negative factors by increasing collaboration, improving IEPs, and identifying appropriate 
curriculum. 
Recommendations 
 
Throughout this project, the ultimate goal was to support students, teachers, and families 
learning English in a Special Education setting.  The research conducted during this program 
provided an understanding of the different areas affecting students, teachers and families in this 
field.  The author recommends that Special Education teachers use this handbook and research as 
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a guide for working with ELL students in SPED classes.  It provides materials to engage 
students, families, and colleagues in different ways to support the students.  However, the 
specific and individual needs of a student with a disability should always be considered prior to 
implementing any of the materials provided in the handbook.  While the handbook addresses the 
surface of collaboration, IEPs, and curriculum, there are additional factors that contribute to a 
student's various needs when learning English in SPED.  One area that is not focused on in this 
handbook is ELL students who are misidentified as having a disability due to their language 
acquisition.  There are resources and studies specifically focused on that particular population 
but this project is concerned with students who are accurately and appropriately identified as 
having a disability regardless of their language acquisition.   
The original intention of this project was to provide a variety of resources and materials 
to students, parents, and teachers.  This was achieved, but due to the time constraints of this 
project, it is not as complete as the author intended, specifically in the area of curriculum.  The 
author suggests that when working on language acquisition for students in SPED classes, the 
teacher collaborates with the ELL/ESL/ELD teacher to provide inclusion opportunities or 
language specific materials to students learning English in the SPED classroom.  This type of 
collaboration can provide the teacher with district curriculum or additional resources ready for 
accommodation or modification depending on the needs of the child.  
 
 
 
 
 
36 
 
REFERENCES 
Barrio, B.L., Miller, D., Hsiao, Y.J., Dunn, M., Petersen, S., Hollingshead, A. & Banks, S. 
  (2017). Designing culturally responsive and relevant individualized education programs. 
  Intervention in School and Clinic, 53(2), 114-119. 
Barrio, B.L., Peak, P.L. & Murawski, W.W. (2017). English language learners with disabilities.
 In Murawski, W.W. & Scott, K.L. (Eds.), What really works with exceptional leaners
 (pp. 262-281). Corwin & Council for Exceptional Children.  
Barerra, M. (2013). United action for improving academic outcomes of ELLs with disabilities.
 Impact, 26(1), 26-27.  
Castellon , M.I. & Warren, S.H. (2013). Accommodations considerations for English language
 learners with disabilities. Impact, 26(1), 10-11.  
Crevecoeur, Y.C., & Obiakor, F.E. (2014). Culturally and linguistically diverse students labeled
 as having learning disabilities. In Bakken, J.P., Obiakor, F.E., & Rotaton, A.F. (Eds.)
 Learning disabilities: Identification, assessment, and instruction of students with learning
 disabilities (pp. 93-108). Emerald.  
Duarte, B.A., Greybeck, B., & Simpson, C.G. (2013). Evaluating bilingual students for learning
 disabilities. In Bakken, J.P., Obiakor, F.E., & Rotaton, A.F. (Eds.) Learning disabilities:
 Identification, assessment, and instruction of students with learning disabilities (pp. 129
 139). Emerald.  
Eakins, S.L. (Executive Producer). (2019, June). How to design culturally responsive and
 relevant IEPs with Dr. Brenda Barrio (No. 87) [Audio podcast episode]. In Leading
 Equity. Leading Equity Center. https://sheldoneakins.com/brendabarrio/  
37 
 
Eppolito, A., Lasser, C.J., & Klinger, J. (2013). English language learners and learning
 disabilities. In Bakken, J.P., Obiakor, F.E., & Rotaton, A.F. (Eds.) Learning disabilities:
 Identification, assessment, and instruction of students with learning disabilities (pp. 141-
 160). Emerald.  
Figuero, R., Klingner, J. & Baca, L. (2013). The present and future of bilingual/ESL special 
  education. Impact, 26(1), 4-5 
Garcia, S.B. & Tyler, B.J. (2010). Meeting the needs of English language learners with  
 disabilities in the general curriculum. Theory into Practice, 49(2), 113-120. 
Gay, G. (2002). Preparing for culturally responsive teaching. Journal of Teacher Education
 53(2), 106-116.  
Hoover, J.H., Erickson, J.R., Patton, J.R., Sacco, D.M. & Tran, L.M. (2018). Examining IEPs of 
  English learners with learning disabilities for cultural and linguistic responsiveness. 
  Learning disabilities and research practice. 34(1), 14-22.  
Hoover, J. & Patton, J.R. (2005). Differentiating curriculum and instruction for English-language 
  learners with special needs. Intervention in School and Clinic, 40(4), 231-235.  
Hosking, D.L. (2008).  Presented at the Fourth Biennial Disability Studies Conference: Critical
 Disability Theory. Lancaster University, UK.    
Jung, A.W. (2011). Individualized education programs (IEPs) and barriers for parents from 
  culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Diversity and Special Education, 
  19(3), 21-25.  
Kangas, S.E.N. (2018).  Why working apart doesn’t work at all: Special education and English 
  learner teacher collaboration. Intervention in school and clinic, 54 (1), 31-39. 
38 
Langdon, H.W. (2013). The roles of interpreters and speech-language pathologists for ELLs with
disabilities. Impact 26(1), 16-17.    
Lo, L. (2012).  Demystifying the IEP process for diverse parents of children with disabilities. 
 Council for Exceptional Children, 44(3), 14-20. 
McConnell, B.M. & Murawski, W.W. (2017). The importance of partnerships: School-to-home
collaboration. In Murawski, W.W. & Scott, K.L. (Eds.), What really works with
exceptional leaners (pp. 338-355). Corwin & Council for Exceptional Children.  
Purdue Online Writing Lab. (n.d.) Critical disability studies. Purdue Online Writing Lab. 
https://owl.purdue.edu/owl/subject_specific_writing/writing_in_literature/literary_theory
_and_schools_of_criticism/critical_disability_studies.html 
Rodriguez, J. & Hardin, S.E. (2017). Culturally responsive teaching to support all leaners. 
In Murawski, W.W. & Scott, K.L. (Eds.), What really works with exceptional leaners
(pp. 100-116). Corwin & Council for Exceptional Children.  
Tollefson, J.W. (2005). Critical Theory in Language Policy. In Ricento, T. (Eds.), An
introduction to language policy: Theory and method (42-59). Oxford, UK: Blackwell
Publishing.   
Tyler, B.J. & Garcia, S.B. (2013). Meeting the educational needs of English language learners 
 with learning disabilities. Impact, 26(1), 20-21, 34 
Watkins E. & Liu, K.K. (2013). Who are English language learners with disabilities? Impact,
26(1), 2-3. 
Willner, L.S., & Mokhtari, K. (2017). Improving meaningful use of accommodations by 
multilingual learners. The Reading Teacher, 71(4), 431-439. 
39 
Zhang, C., Choh, S.J. (2010). The development of the bilingual special education field: Major
issues, accomplishments, future directions and recommendations. Journal of Multilingual
Education Research, 1(7), 45-62.  
????????
????????????????????????????????????? ???
?????????????????????????????????
??
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
²ƼƛƛŸƞƴŊŭļ0ŭļŢŊƦńͳ
möŭļƼöļġmġöƞŭġƞƦǕŊƴńͳ
(ŊƦöĒŊŢŊƴŊġƦŊŭ²ƛġēŊöŢͳ
0ĚƼēöƴŊŸŭͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
RöŭĚĒŸŸŞĒǛwöƞļöƞġƴjƞöūġƞͳͳ ͳ

ͳ
ÀöĒŢġŸĻ!ŸŭƴġŭƴƦͳ
mġƴƴġƞƴŸͳ
ƞġöĚġƞ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌͌͌̉ͳͳ
²ġēƴŊŸŭ̇͆!ŸŢŢöĒŸƞöƴŊŸŭǕŊƴńIöūŊŢŊġƦ͇0ĚƼēöƴŸƞƦöŭĚ²ġƞǔŊēġͳ
§ƞŸǔŊĚġƞƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌̊ͳ
̇͌ IŸƞ§öƞġŭƴƦ͆ͳͳ
Ɣ §öƞġŭƴöŭĚ²ƴƼĚġŭƴXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭIŸƞūƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌̋ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆²ƴƼĚġŭƴXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭIŸƞū͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌͌̌ͳͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆§öƞġŭƴXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭIŸƞū͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̍ͳͳ
Ɣ §öƞġŭƴ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭͳ
mŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̎ͳͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆§öƞġŭƴ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭmŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̏ͳͳ
Ɣ !ŢöƦƦƞŸŸūXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ§öūƛńŢġƴ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̇̆ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆!ŢöƦƦƞŸŸūXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ§öūƛńŢġƴ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̇̇ͳ
̈͌ IŸƞ²§0(ÀġöēńġƞƦ͒²ġƞǔŊēġ§ƞŸǔŊĚġƞƦ͒JġŭġƞöŢ0ĚƼēöƴŊŸŭÀġöēńġƞƦ͆ͳ
Ɣ XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭĻŸƞ²ƴöĻĻ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌̇̈ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆²ƴƼĚġŭƴX0§öŭĚmöŭļƼöļġXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌͌̇̉ͳ
Ɣ §ƞŸļƞġƦƦªġƛŸƞƴIġġĚĒöēŞͳ
IŸƞū͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̇̊ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆§ƞŸļƞġƦƦªġƛŸƞƴIġġĚĒöēŞͳ
IŸƞū͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̇̋ͳ
Ɣ ²ƴöĻĻ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭmŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̇̌ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆²ƴöĻĻ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭmŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̇̍ͳ
Ɣ ²ƴƼĚġŭƴ²ġƞǔŊēġ§ƞŸǔŊĚġƞͳ
²ēńġĚƼŢġ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̇̎ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġ͆²ƴƼĚġŭƴ²ġƞǔŊēġ§ƞŸǔŊĚġƞ²ēńġĚƼŢġ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̇̏ͳ
²ġēƴŊŸŭ̈͆!ƞġöƴŊŭļ!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġŢġǔöŭƴöŭĚmŊŭļƼŊƦƴŊēöŢŢǛƛƛƞŸƛƞŊöƴġͳ
X0§Ʀ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌̈̆ͳ
Ɣ ÀġƦƴŊŭļͳ
§ƞŸēġĚƼƞġƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌̈̇ͳ
Ɣ w(0mÀġƦƴŊŭļ²ƴġƛƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̈̈ͳ
Ɣ !ªªX XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̈̉ͳ
Ɣ 0ǚöūƛŢġŸĻ!ªªX ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̈̋ͳ
²ġēƴŊŸŭ̉͆ĚöƛƴŊŭļ!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūĻŸƞƴńġ²ƛġēŊöŢ0ĚƼēöƴŊŸŭēŢöƦƦƞŸŸūǕŊƴńͳ
0ŭļŢŊƦńmöŭļƼöļġēƝƼŊƦŊƴŊŸŭyġġĚƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̈̌ͳͳ
Ɣ !ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġÀġöēńŊŭļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̈̍ͳ
Ɣ !ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġÀġöēńŊŭļmġƦƦŸŭͳ
§ŢöŭƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̈̎ͳ


Ɣ ªġƦŸƼƞēġƦĻŸƞ²ƴöĻĻ͇IöūŊŢŊġƦöŭĚ²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̈̏ͳ
²ġēƴŊŸŭ̊͆ ŢöŭŞÀġūƛŢöƴġƦ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̉̈ͳ
Ɣ ²ƴƼĚġŭƴXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌͌͌͌̉̉ͳͳ
Ɣ §öƞġŭƴXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̉̊ͳͳ
Ɣ §öƞġŭƴ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭmŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̉̋ͳ ͳ
Ɣ ²ēńŸŸŢÀƞöŭƦŊƴŊŸŭXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̉̌ͳ ͳ
Ɣ ²ƴƼĚġŭƴX0§öŭĚmöŭļƼöļġXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈̉̍ͳͳ
Ɣ §ƞŸļƞġƦƦªġƛŸƞƴIġġĚĒöēŞͳ
IŸƞū͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌̉̎ͳͳ
Ɣ Àġöēńġƞ͒²ġƞǔŊēġ§ƞŸǔŊĚġƞ!ŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭͳ
mŸļ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̉̏ͳ
Ɣ ²ġƞǔŊēġ²ēńġĚƼŢġ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌̊̆ͳͳ
Ɣ !ªªX ͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͈͌͌͌̊̇ͳ
ͳ
ͳ ͳ


ͳ
à0m!w0͉ͳͳ
ͳ
æŸƼöƞġƛƞġƛöƞŊŭļĻŸƞǛŸƼƞĻŊƞƦƴĚöǛŸĻƦēńŸŸŢǕńġƴńġƞŊƴŊƦǛŸƼƞĻŊƞƦƴĚöǛͳ
ŸĻǛŸƼƞĻŊƞƦƴǛġöƞŸƞǛŸƼƞĻŊƞƦƴĚöǛŸĻǛŸƼƞ̈̆ƴńǛġöƞƴńġġǚēŊƴġūġŭƴŊƦƴńġƞġöŭĚͳ
ǛŸƼöƞġƞġöĚǛƴŸļġƴĒöēŞŊŭƴŸƴńġƦǕŊŭļŸĻƴńġƦēńŸŸŢǛġöƞ͉ÀńġƞġŊƦŭŸƴńŊŭļͳ
ƝƼŊƴġŢŊŞġƴńġĒƼǥǥŸĻƴńġŭġǕƦēńŸŸŢǛġöƞ͉ÀńġŭġǕƦƼƛƛŢŊġƦ͇ƼŭƛöēŞŊŭļǛŸƼƞͳ
ƞŸŸū͇ƦġġŊŭļǛŸƼƞēŸǕŸƞŞġƞƦöĻƴġƞöƦƼūūġƞöǕöǛöŭĚļġƴƴŊŭļǛŸƼƞŢŊƦƴƦĻŸƞͳ
ǛŸƼƞŭġǕƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦ͉ ġŊŭļöƦƛġēŊöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭƴġöēńġƞǛŸƼöŢƞġöĚǛńöǔġƴńġͳ
ƛöƴŊġŭēġöŭĚƴńġŞŭŸǕŢġĚļġŸĻǕńöƴġöēńļŸöŢūġöŭƦ͇ǕńöƴöēēŸūŸĚöƴŊŸŭƦͳ
öŭĚūöŭŊƛƼŢöƴŊǔġƦǛŸƼŭġġĚƴŸƛƞġƛöƞġöńġöĚŸĻƴŊūġ͌æŸƼöƞġöŢƦŸöǕöƞġͳ
ƴńöƴƴńġŭġƞǔġƦĻƞŸūǛŸƼƞƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöŭĚƛöƞġŭƴƦǕŊŢŢĒġńŊļńġƞļŊǔġŭƴńġͳ
ŭġġĚƦŸĻƴńġƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦ͌RŸǕġǔġƞ͇öƦǛŸƼöƞġĚŸŊŭļöŢŢŸĻƴńŊƦǛŸƼŭŸƴŊēġƴńöƴͳ
ƦġǔġƞöŢŸĻǛŸƼƞƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöƞġöŢƦŸ0ŭļŢŊƦńmöŭļƼöļġmġöƞŭġƞƦŊŭŭġġĚŸĻͳ
ŢöŭļƼöļġöēƝƼŊƦŊƴŊŸŭƦƼƛƛŸƞƴ͇ǕńŊēńǕŊŢŢƞġƝƼŊƞġöǕńŸŢġŸƴńġƞƦġƴŸĻŭġġĚƦͳ
öŭĚXöūńġƞġƴŸńġŢƛǛŸƼƦƴöǛŸƞļöŭŊǥġĚöŭĚĻŊŭĚĚŊĻĻġƞġŭƴǕöǛƦƴŸƦƼƛƛŸƞƴͳ
ǛŸƼƞƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöŭĚƴńġŊƞƛöƞġŭƴƦ͌ͳ ͳ
ÀńŊƦńöŭĚĒŸŸŞńöƦƴńƞġġƦġēƴŊŸŭƦƴŸƦƼƛƛŸƞƴƴġöēńġƞƦŊŭƴńƞġġǔġƞǛͳ
ƦƛġēŊĻŊēöƞġöƦ͆!ŸŢŢöĒŸƞöƴŊŸŭ͇X0§ƦöŭĚ!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼū͌§öƞġŭƴŊŭǔŸŢǔġūġŭƴŊƦͳ
ēƞƼēŊöŢƴŸƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦƼēēġƦƦöŭĚēöŭńġŢƛƴġöēńġƞƦġŭƦƼƞġƴńöƴƴńġǛöƞġͳ
öēēġƦƦŊŭļƴńġēńŊŢĚͬƦŢŊŭļƼŊƦƴŊēöŭĚēƼŢƴƼƞöŢŭġġĚƦ͌!ŸŢŢöĒŸƞöƴŊŸŭǕŊƴńŸƴńġƞͳ
ġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭöŢƛƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦŊŭēŢƼĚŊŭļļġŭġƞöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭƴġöēńġƞƦöŭĚƦġƞǔŊēġͳ
ƛƞŸǔŊĚġƞƦēöŭƦƼƛƛŸƞƴöƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦļƞŸǕƴńŸƼƴƦŊĚġŸĻƴńġŊƞƦƛġēŊöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭͳ
ēŢöƦƦƞŸŸūƦ͌ÀńġĻŊƞƦƴƦġēƴŊŸŭŸĻƴńŊƦńöŭĚĒŸŸŞǕŊŢŢƦƼƛƛŸƞƴǛŸƼŊŭĻŸƦƴġƞŊŭļͳ
ƴńŸƦġŊŭƴġƞöēƴŊŸŭƦöŭĚƞġŢöƴŊŸŭƦńŊƛƦ͌²ġēƴŊŸŭƴǕŸŊƦĻŸēƼƦġĚŸŭńġŢƛŊŭļǛŸƼͳ
öŭĚǛŸƼƞƴġöūēƞġöƴġēƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛöŭĚŢŊŭļƼŊƦƴŊēöŢŢǛƞġŢġǔöŭƴX0§ƦƼƦŊŭļƴńġͳ
öƛƛƞŸƛƞŊöƴġöƦƦġƦƦūġŭƴƦöŭĚƴńġ!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġöŭĚªġŢġǔöŭƴX0§ͳ
 ƼŊŢĚġƞ͛!ªªX ͜ĻƞŸū öƞƞŊŸ͇wŊŢŢġƞ͇RƦŊöŸ͇(Ƽŭŭ͇§ġƴġƞƦġŭ͇RŸŢŢŊŭļƦńġöĚ͇τͳ
 öŭŞƦ͛̈̆̇̍͌͜ ŸƴńŸĻƴńġƦġƞġƦŸƼƞēġƦǕŊŢŢöŢŢŸǕǛŸƼƴŸƴöŞġƴńġŭġġĚƦŸĻƴńġͳ
ēńŊŢĚöŭĚŢŸŸŞöƴƴńġūĻƞŸūƴńġŊƞĚŊƦöĒŊŢŊƴǛ͇ŢŊŭļƼŊƦƴŊēöŭĚēƼŢƴƼƞöŢŭġġĚƦ͌Àńġͳ
ƴńŊƞĚƦġēƴŊŸŭƛƞŸǔŊĚġƦǛŸƼǕŊƴńēƞŊƴġƞŊöƴŸƼƦġƞġļöƞĚŊŭļ!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġŢġǔöŭƴͳ
ÀġöēńŊŭļĒöƦġĚŸŭJġŭġǔöJöǛͬƦƴńġŸƞǛöƦǕġŢŢöƦǔöƞŊŸƼƦūöƴġƞŊöŢƦƴŸƼƦġͳ
ŊŭēŢƼĚŊŭļǕġĒƦŊƴġƦ͇ƛƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƛƞŸļƞöūƦ͇ƞġƦŸƼƞēġļƼŊĚġƦöŭĚöƛƛƦƴŸƼƦġͳ
ǕŊƴńǛŸƼƞƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöŭĚƴńġŊƞĻöūŊŢŊġƦ͌IŸƞĻƼƞƴńġƞūöƴġƞŊöŢƦöŭĚŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭͳ
ƞġļöƞĚŊŭļ²ƛġēŊöŢ0ĚƼēöƴŊŸŭöŭĚmöŭļƼöļġmġöƞŭġƞƦXńŊļńŢǛƞġēŸūūġŭĚͳ
ŢŸŸŞŊŭļöƴöŭǛŸĻƴńġƦŸƼƞēġƦƼƦġĚŊŭƴńŊƦńöŭĚĒŸŸŞöŭĚŸǔġƞöŢŢĻŊġŢĚƛƞŸśġēƴ͌ͳ
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XŭƴńŊƦƦġēƴŊŸŭǕġǕŊŢŢĻŸēƼƦŸŭͳ
ļöƴńġƞŊŭļŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöĒŸƼƴƴńġͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴöŭĚƴńġŊƞĻöūŊŢǛ͌0öēńŸĻƴńġͳ
ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭƦńġġƴƦƛƞŸǔŊĚġĚēöŭĒġġĚŊƴġĚƴŸĻŊƴƴńġŭġġĚƦͳ
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ªƓƙĉĐŕƓUŕĦŠƅœãƓĳŠŕʤʤ
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tãœĐɾʋʋeƙãŕ ĐƅĐƿʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
"ĳƅƓįĉãƶɾʋʋʋʋɬʊɫɮʊɫɩɩɱʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
jãŕĨƙãĨĐʑƋʒª ŠňĐŕãƓQŠœĐɾɾʋʋʋʋ ª ãŕĳƋįãŕĉ3ŕĨŌĳƋįʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
tƙœāĐƅŠĦƁĐŠƁŌĐĳŕƶŠƙƅĦãœĳŌƶɾʋʋɮʋɾrŠœ*ãĉāƅŠƓįĐƅƋĳƋƓĐƅœĐʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
ʤ
HãƯŠƅĳƓĐƋɾʤʤ
HŠŠĉɾʋʋÐãƓĐƅœĐŌŠŕʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
$ŠŌŠƅɾʋƅãŕĨĐʋʋ ʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
³ƯªQŠưɾʋʋÖŠƙƓƙāĐʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
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ʤ
ªŠŕĨʊrƙƋĳăʊƅƓĳƋƓɾʋʋ¤ãƁʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
ªƁŠƅƓɾʋʋʋHŠŠƓāãŌŌʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
ªƙāńĐăƓɾʋʋrãƓįʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
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ÐãƶƶŠƙĨĐƓƓŠƋăįŠŠŌɾʋʋʋʋʋÐãŌňƋŠœĐĉãƶƋãŕĉƋŠœĐƓĳœĐƋœƶœŠœʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
 ĐƅƋŠŕƶŠƙãƅĐăŌŠƋĐƋƓƓŠɾʋʋʋʋʋrƶāƅŠƓįĐƅįĐĳƋƅĐãŌŌƶăŠŠŌʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
ªŠœĐƓįĳŕĨƶŠƙãƅĐ¤3jjÖĨŠŠĉãƓɾʋʋʋUãœÐ3ªr3³ª ¤³Ƌʁʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʋʤ
ªŠœĐƓįĳŕĨƶŠƙưãŕƓƓŠĨĐƓāĐƓƓĐƅãƓɾʋʋUưãŕƓƓŠĨĐƓāĐƓƓĐƅãƓƅĐãĉĳŕĨʋʋʋʋʋʤ
QãƯĐƶŠƙĐƯĐƅŌĳƯĐĉĳŕŠƅƓƅãƯĐŌĐĉƓŠãŕŠƓįĐƅăŠƙŕƓƅƶʅÐįĐƅĐʅʤ
UįãƯĐŕĐƯĐƅŌĳƯĐĉĳŕãŕŠƓįĐƅăŠƙŕƓƅƶāƙƓœƶăŠƙƋĳŕƋŌĳƯĐĳŕœĐƵĳăŠƋŠUįãƯĐāĐĐŕƓįĐƅĐʤʤ
JŠãŌĦŠƅƓįĐƋăįŠŠŌƶĐãƅɾʋʋUưãŕƓƓŠāĐãāĐƓƓĐƅƅĐãĉĐƅʋʋʤ
ªŠœĐƓįĳŕĨƶŠƙÐãŕƓƓŠƋįãƅĐưĳƓįœĐʊÖŠƙưãŕƓœĐƓŠňŕŠưãāŠƙƓƶŠƙʑƓįĳƋưĳŌŌŕŠƓāĐʤ
ƋįãƅĐĉưĳƓįŠƓįĐƅƋʒɾʋʋʋªŠœĐƓįĳŕĨUưãŕƓƶŠƙƓŠňŕŠưĳƋƓįãƓUƋŠœĐƓĳœĐƋįãƯĐãįãƅĉʤ
ƓĳœĐĦŠăƙƋĳŕĨƋŠUŕĐĐĉįĐŌƁưĳƓįœƶưŠƅňʄʤʤ
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ÖŠƙƅŕãœĐ$Ōãƙĉĳã ĐƅĐƿʤʤ
¤ĐŌãƓĳŠŕƓŠƋƓƙĉĐŕƓɾrŠƓįĐƅʤ
 įŠŕĐŕƙœāĐƅɾɪɫɬʕɭɮɯʕɰɱɲɩʤ
3œãĳŌɾƁãƅĐŕƓ˚ĐœãĳŌʄăŠœʤ
ĉĉƅĐƋƋɾɪɫɬɭrãĳŕĐƋƓɿªƁƅĳŕĨĦĳĐŌĉɿUjʤ
"ĐƋƓưãƶƓŠăŠŕƓãăƓƶŠƙɾ įŠŕĐĐœãĳŌʤʤ
"ĐƋƓƓĳœĐŠĦĉãƶƓŠăŠŕƓãăƓƶŠƙɾjƙŕăįƓĳœĐʤ
jãŕĨƙãĨĐƋŠƓįĐƅƓįãŕ3ŕĨŌĳƋįɾªƁãŕĳƋįʤʤ
*ŠƶŠƙāĐŕĐĦĳƓĦƅŠœãŕĳŕƓĐƅƁƅĐƓĐƅʅÖĐƋtŠʤ
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ŊŭēƞġĚŊĒŢǛŊūƛŸƞƴöŭƴŊŭŸƞĚġƞƴŸġŭƦƼƞġͳ
ǛŸƼöƞġļġƴƴŊŭļöŢŢŸĻƴńġŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭͳ
ǛŸƼŭġġĚƞġļöƞĚŊŭļƴńġƦƴƼĚġŭƴ͇ƴńġŊƞͳ
ŭġġĚƦ͇ĚŊƦöĒŊŢŊƴǛ͇ƦƴƞġŭļƴńƦġēƴ͌RŸǕġǔġƞ͇ǕńġŭǛŸƼöƞġͳ
ƴńġēöƦġūöŭöļġƞĻŸƞūöŭǛƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦŊƴēöŭĒġēŸūġͳ
ĚŊĻĻŊēƼŢƴƴŸƴƞöēŞńŸǕŸĻƴġŭǛŸƼƴöŢŞƴŸöƛöƞġŭƴöŭĚöĒŸƼƴͳ
ǕńöƴġƦƛġēŊöŢŢǛǕńġŭǛŸƼöƞġöŢƞġöĚǛūöŭöļŊŭļöͳ
ēŢöƦƦƞŸŸū͇X0§ƦöŭĚĚġöŢŊŭļǕŊƴńġǔġƞǛĚöǛƴġöēńġƞͳ
ēńöŢŢġŭļġƦ͌ÀńġĻŸŢŢŸǕŊŭļŢŸļēöŭĒġƼƦġĚƴŸńġŢƛǛŸƼͳ
ƴƞöēŞǛŸƼƞēŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭ͌hƼƦƴǕƞŊƴġƴńġĚöƴġ͇ͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴ͒ƛöƞġŭƴŭöūġöŭĚöƦńŸƞƴġǚƛŢöŭöƴŊŸŭöĒŸƼƴǕńöƴͳ
ǕöƦĚŊƦēƼƦƦġĚ͌ͳͳ
²ƼļļġƦƴġĚÇƦġ͆ͳͳ
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(öƴġ͒ÀŊūġͳͳ ²ƴƼĚġŭƴ͒§öƞġŭƴͳ
yöūġͳ
²ƼūūöƞǛŸĻēŸūūƼŭŊēöƴŊŸŭͳͳ
̇̆͒̇̋͒̇̏ͳ hƼöŭ§ġƞġǥ͒ͳ
!ŢöƼĚŊö§ġƞġǥͳ
wŸƴńġƞēöŢŢġĚƴŸöƦŞńŸǕhƼöŭŊƦͳ
öĚśƼƦƴŊŭļƴŸńŊƦŭġǕƦēńŸŸŢ͌RġńöƦͳ
ĒġġŭƦöǛŊŭļńġŊƦĒŸƞġĚŊŭƦēńŸŸŢƦŸͳ
ǕöŭƴġĚƴŸŞŭŸǕńŸǕńġŊƦĚŸŊŭļ͌ͳ
ÀġöēńġƞƞġƛŸƞƴġĚƴńöƴhƼöŭŊƦĚŸŊŭļǕġŢŢͳ
ŊŭƦēńŸŸŢĒƼƴŢŊŞġƦƴŸƴöŢŞ͌Àńġƴġöēńġƞͳ
ńöƦĻŸƼŭĚŊƴŊƦńġŢƛĻƼŢƴŸńöǔġƴńġƛöƞöͳ
ǕŸƞŞǕŊƴńńŊūŸŭńŊƦǕŸƞŞ͌ͳ ͳ
̇̇͒̊͒̇̏ͳ hƼöŭ§ġƞġǥ͒ͳ
!ŢöƼĚŊö§ġƞġǥͳͳ
ÀġöēńġƞēöŢŢġĚūŸūƴŸƦēńġĚƼŢġƴńġͳ
X0§ūġġƴŊŭļ͌wŸūĚŊĚŭŸƴöŭƦǕġƞĒƼƴͳ
ēöŢŢġĚĒöēŞŢöƴġƞŊŭƴńġĚöǛ͌²ńġŊƦöĒŢġͳ
ƴŸūġġƴŸŭ̇̇͒̈̋öƴ̇̇öūĻŸƞƴńġūġġƴŊŭļ͌ͳͳ
̇̇͒̇̋͒̇̏ͳͳ h§͒!ŢöƼĚŊö§ġƞġǥͳ wŸūēöŢŢġĚƴŸēŸŭĻŊƞūƴńöƴƦńġǕŊŢŢͳ
ńöǔġöŭŊŭƴġƞƛƞġƴġƞĻŸƞƴńġūġġƴŊŭļ͌ͳ
ÀġöēńġƞēŸŭĻŊƞūġĚ͌ͳͳ
ͳ ͳ ͳ
ͳ ͳ ͳ
ͳ ͳ ͳ
ͳ ͳ ͳ
ͳ ͳ ͳ
 



àńġŭġŭƴġƞŊŭļöŭġǕēŢöƦƦƞŸŸū͇ͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöŭĚƴńġŊƞĻöūŊŢŊġƦöƞġġǚēŊƴġĚͳ
ƴŸūġġƴǛŸƼöŭĚļġƴƴŸŞŭŸǕöĒŸƼƴͳ
ǕńŸǛŸƼöƞġöƦöƛġƞƦŸŭöƦǕġŢŢöƦǛŸƼƞͳ
ēŢöƦƦƞŸŸū͌ŭġǕöǛƴŸĚŸƴńŊƦŊƦƼƦŊŭļöŭŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöŢͳ
ŢġƴƴġƞŸƞƛöūƛńŢġƴƴŸŊŭƴƞŸĚƼēġǛŸƼƞƦġŢĻöŭĚƴńġĚŊĻĻġƞġŭƴͳ
ƴńŊŭļƦƴńġǛǕŊŢŢĒġŢġöƞŭŊŭļŸƞĚŸŊŭļŊŭǛŸƼƞēŢöƦƦƞŸŸū͌ͳ
wöŭǛƴġöēńġƞƦǕƞŊƴġļġƴƴŸŞŭŸǕǛŸƼŢġƴƴġƞƦŊŭƴńġͳ
ǛŸƼŭļġƞļƞöĚġƦöŭĚƦǛŢŢöĒŊŊŭƴńġŸŢĚġƞļƞöĚġƦ͇ńŸǕġǔġƞͳ
ƦġŭĚŊŭļńŸūġŢŸŭļƛöƞöļƞöƛńƦŊŭ0ŭļŢŊƦńēöŭĒġĚŊĻĻŊēƼŢƴͳ
ĻŸƞƛöƞġŭƴƦġƦƛġēŊöŢŢǛŊĻŊƴŊƦŭŸƴƴƞöŭƦŢöƴġĚŊŭƴŸƴńġŊƞĻŊƞƦƴͳ
ŢöŭļƼöļġŸƞƴńġǛƦƴƞƼļļŢġƴŸƞġöĚ0ŭļŢŊƦń͌ŭŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭͳ
ƛöūƛńŢġƴēöŭöŢŢŸǕǛŸƼƴŸƞġĚƼēġƴńġöūŸƼŭƴŸĻƴġǚƴ͇ͳ
ŊŭēƞġöƦġƴńġŭƼūĒġƞŸĻǔŊƦƼöŢƦöŭĚļġƴƴńġŊūƛŸƞƴöŭƴͳ
ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭƴŸƴńġĻöūŊŢŊġƦ͌ͳͳ
²ƼļļġƦƴġĚÇƦġ͆ͳͳ

 


eŠŕĐƋrĳĉĉŌĐªăįŠŠŌ³ƅãŕƋĳƓĳŠŕUŕĦŠƅœãƓĳŠŕʤ
b
rãƓįĐœãƓĳăƋʤ
JƅãĉĐjĐƯĐŌ$ƙƅƅĳăƙŌƙœãŕĉU3 ĨŠãŌƋƙƁƁŠƅƓʤʤ
ʤ
3ŕĨŌĳƋįʤʤ
JƅãĉĐjĐƯĐŌ$ƙƅƅĳăƙŌƙœʉU3 ĨŠãŌƋƙƁƁŠƅƓɿ¤3*ɿ¤ĐãĉĳŕĨªňĳŌŌƋɿÏŠăãāƙŌãƅƶɿʤ
ÐƅĳƓĳŕĨãŕĉ$ŠŕƓĐœƁŠƅãƅƶƅƓĳăŌĐƋɿ¤ĐãĉĳŕĨŌĐƯĐŌƋãŕĉƋňĳŌŌƁƅãăƓĳăĐʄʤ
ʤ
ªăĳĐŕăĐʤʤ
JƅãĉĐjĐƯĐŌ$ƙƅƅĳăƙŌƙœʉɮʕ ãƅãĨƅãƁį3ƋƋãƶÐƅĳƓĳŕĨɿ¤ĐƋĐãƅăį¤ĐƁŠƅƓƋɿjãāªãĦĐƓƶɿƙƋĐʤ
ŠĦŠŕŌĳŕĐƋĳœƙŌãƓĳŠŕãŕĉŌãāƋƙƁƁŌĳĐƋɿUŕƓĐƅãăƓĳƯĐŕŠƓĐāŠŠňƋʊŌãāāŠŠňƋʤ
ʤ
QĳƋƓŠƅƶʤʤ
JƅãĉĐjĐƯĐŌ$ƙƅƅĳăƙŌƙœʄ¤ĐƋĐãƅăį ƅŠńĐăƓƋɿ ƅĐƋĐŕƓãƓĳŠŕƋɿ3ƋƋãƶÐƅĳƓĳŕĨʄʤ ʤ
ʤ
 ʄ3ʄʤ
ªƓƙĉĐŕƓƋãƅĐƅĐƄƙĳƅĐĉƓŠįãƯĐƁƙƅƁŌĐŠƅĨƅĐãƶ ʄ3ʄăŌŠƓįĐƋʄjŠăňƋãŕĉ 3ăŌŠƓįĐƋãƅĐʤ
ãƯãĳŌãāŌĐĦŠƅƁƙƅăįãƋĐŠŕrãƿĐ*ãƶŠƅŠŕƶŠƙƅŠưŕʄʤ ʤ
ʤ
3ŌĐăƓĳƯĐƋʤ
ƅƓɿrƙƋĳăɿāãŕĉɿĦŠŠĉƋɿ$ŠœƁƙƓĐƅƋɿăįŠĳƅɿªƁãŕĳƋįãŕĉHƅĐŕăįãƅĐãŌŌŠƁƓĳŠŕƋʤʤ
ʤ
ªƁĐĐăįãŕĉjãŕĨƙãĨĐʤ
ʤ
ĉĉƅĐƋƋĐƋŕĐĐĉƋăãƅƅĳĐĉŠƯĐƅĦƅŠœ3ŌĐœĐŕƓãƅƶªăįŠŠŌU3 ʄªƁĐĐăįªĐƅƯĳăĐƋãƅĐĉĐŌĳƯĐƅĐĉưĳƓįĳŕƓįĐăŌãƋƋƅŠŠœãŕĉăŠœœƙŕĳƓƶɿãƋưĐŌŌãƋʤ
ĳŕʕƋĐƅƯĳăĐƋƓŠƓįĐªƁĐĐăįăŌãƋƋƅŠŠœʄʤ
ʤ
$ŠƙŕƋĐŌĳŕĨªƙƁƁŠƅƓɾʤ
ʤ
ªƓƙĉĐŕƓƋįãƯĐãăăĐƋƋƓŠãĨƅãĉĐƋƁĐăĳĦĳăăŠƙŕƋĐŌŠƅʄ$ŠƙŕƋĐŌŠƅƋƁƅŠƯĳĉĐãăãĉĐœĳăɿƋŠăĳãŌɿĐœŠƓĳŠŕãŌãŕĉăãƅĐĐƅƋƙƁƁŠƅƓʄ ªƓƙĉĐŕƓƋãƅĐʤ
ĐŕăŠƙƅãĨĐĉƓŠƙƓĳŌĳƿĐƓįĳƋƋƙƁƁŠƅƓưįĐŕĐƯĐƅƓįĐƶĦĐĐŌƓįĐƅĐĳƋãŕĐĐĉʄʤʤ
 


X0§ĚŸēƼūġŭƴƦēöŭĒġöŭǛǕńġƞġĻƞŸūͳ
̈̆ƛöļġƦƴŸ̇̆̆ƛöļġƦĚġƛġŭĚŊŭļŸŭͳ
ƴńġƦƴƼĚġŭƴöŭĚƴńġŊƞŭġġĚƦ͇ƛöƞġŭƴƦ͇ͳ
ƦġƞǔŊēġƦ͇öēēŸūūŸĚöƴŊŸŭƦġƴē͌ÀńŊƦēöŭĒġǔġƞǛĚŊĻĻŊēƼŢƴͳ
ĻŸƞöļġŭġƞöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭƴġöēńġƞŸƞƦƼĒƦƴŊƴƼƴġƴŸŢŸŸŞŸǔġƞ͌ͳ
²ġǔġƞöŢX0§ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭƦǛƦƴġūƦǕŊŢŢļġŭġƞöƴġöƦńŸƞƴġŭġĚͳ
ǔġƞƦŊŸŭĻŸēƼƦġĚŸŭ͆ĒöƦŊēŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͇öēēŸūūŸĚöƴŊŸŭƦ͇ͳ
ƦġƞǔŊēġƦöŭĚļŸöŢƦ͌ÀńġǛēŸūƛŊŢġŊƴŊŭƴŸöēŸŭĚġŭƦġĚĻŸƞūͳ
ĻŸƞƴġöēńġƞƼƦġĒǛƛöŊƞŊŭļŊƴĚŸǕŭƴŸƴńġūŸƦƴŊūƛġƞöƴŊǔġͳ
ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͌àńŊŢġƴńŊƦŊƦńġŢƛĻƼŢŊƴūöǛŭŸƴŊŭēŢƼĚġöŢŢƴńġͳ
ŢöŭļƼöļġöŭĚĻöūŊŢǛŭġġĚƦöēńŊŢĚńöƦŊŭĒŸƴńöƦƛġēŊöŢͳ
öŭĚļġŭġƞöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭēŢöƦƦƞŸŸū͌ÇƦġƴńġĻŸŢŢŸǕŊŭļͳ
ƴġūƛŢöƴġĻŸƞēŸƛǛŊŭļöŭĚƛöƦƴŊŭļƴńġƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦ͐ͳ
ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭŊŭƴŸġöēńƦġēƴŊŸŭ͌ͳͳ
ͳ
²ƼļļġƦƴġĚÇƦġ͆ͳͳ



 


²ƴƼĚġŭƴX0§öŭĚmöŭļƼöļġXŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭͳ
ÀńŊƦŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭŊƦēŸŭĻŊĚġŭƴŊöŢöŭĚŊƦēŸŭƦŊĚġƞġĚöǕŸƞŞŊŭļĚŸēƼūġŭƴ͌ͳͳ
ͳ
ͳ
yöūġ͵hƼöŭ§ġƞġǥͳ
( ͵̉͒̈̋͒̈̆̆̎ͳ
X(ŭƼūĒġƞ͵̇̈̉̊̋̌̍̎ͳ
JƞöĚġ͵̋ͳ
(ŊƦöĒŊŢŊƴǛ͵RX͡(R(ͳͳ
!öƦġūöŭöļġƞ͵jƞöūġƞͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳͳ
ͳͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
²ƴƞġŭļƴńƦ͒ƦƼēēġƦƦĻƼŢĒġńöǔŊŸƞͳ
ƦƼƛƛŸƞƴƦͳͳ
RġöŢƴńŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭͳ
RġŊƦöļƞġöƴńġŢƛġƞ͇ĒġŭġĻŊƴƦĻƞŸūͳ
ƦūöŢŢļƞŸƼƛŊŭƦƴƞƼēƴŊŸŭöŭĚŢŸǔġƦͳ
ƴöŢŞŊŭļöĒŸƼƴĻŸŸƴĒöŢŢ͌ͳͳ
ͳ
y͒ńġŊƦöƴǛƛŊēöŢŢǛĚġǔġŢŸƛŊŭļ̋ƴńͳ
ļƞöĚġƦƴƼĚġŭƴͳͳ
JŸöŢƦͳͳ  X§ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭ͛Ǜ͒ŭöƦŭġġĚġĚ͜ͳͳ
ͳ
ƴƴöēńġĚŸŭöĚĚŊƴŊŸŭöŢĻŸƞūͳ
ͳ
ͳ
yŸ X§öƴƴńŊƦƴŊūġͳͳ
ÀġöūūöǛēŸŢŢġēƴŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭƴńŊƦͳ
ǛġöƞƴŸĚġƴġƞūŊŭġŊĻŊƴŊƦŭġēġƦƦöƞǛͳ
²ġƞǔŊēġƦ͛ǛġƦ͒ŭŸ͜ĻŸƞūöƴͳ ēēŸūūŸĚöƴŊŸŭƦ͒ūŸĚŊĻŊēöƴŊŸŭƦͳ
²ƛġġēńöŭĚmöŭļƼöļġ²ġƞǔŊēġƦ͆ƴǕŊēġͳ
öǕġġŞĻŸƞ̉̆ūŊŭƼƴġƦͳͳ
ͳ
ͳ
ͳ
²ūöŢŢļƞŸƼƛŊŭƦƴƞƼēƴŊŸŭĻŸƞŭġǕͳ
ūöƴġƞŊöŢ͇ġǚƴƞöƴŊūġĻŸƞƴġƦƴƦ͇ͳ
ġǚƴġŭĚġĚƴŊūġƴŸēŸūƛŢġƴġͳ
ńŸūġǕŸƞŞ͇ƼƦġŸĻēŸŢŸƞġĚŸǔġƞŢöǛͳ
ĻŸƞƞġöĚŊŭļūöƴġƞŊöŢƦͳ
ͳ
möŭļƼöļġĒöēŞļƞŸƼŭĚ͒ĻöūŊŢǛĒöēŞļƞŸƼŭĚĻƞŸūƛöƞġŭƴŊŭƴġƞǔŊġǕͳ
)RULQIRUPDOFRQYHUVDWLRQVPRPXVHVVSDQLVKEXWIRUIRUPDOPHHWLQJVFRQIHUHQFHVVKHOLNHVWR
KDYHDQLQWHUSUHWHUSUHVHQW6KHLVDYDLODEOHDWOXQFKIRUSKRQHFDOOVDQGDOVRVSHDNV6SDQLVK 


!ŸŢŢġēƴŊŭļŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭƞġļöƞĚŊŭļͳ
ƛƞŸļƞġƦƦƞġƛŸƞƴƦēöŭĒġēńöŢŢġŭļŊŭļͳ
ġƦƛġēŊöŢŢǛǕńġŭƴńġƞġöƞġūöŭǛƦġƞǔŊēġͳ
ƛƞŸǔŊĚġƞƦ͇ƦƛġēŊöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭƴġöēńġƞƦ͇0ŭļŢŊƦńŢöŭļƼöļġͳ
ƦƛġēŊöŢŊƦƴƦ͇öŭĚļġŭġƞöŢġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭƴġöēńġƞƦŊŭǔŸŢǔġĚŊŭͳ
ġĚƼēöƴŊŭļöŭĚƦƼƛƛŸƞƴŊŭļöēńŊŢĚ͌ªġēġŊǔŊŭļĚöƴöĻƞŸūͳ
ġöēńŊŭĚŊǔŊĚƼöŢƞġļöƞĚŊŭļöēńŊŢĚͬƦļŸöŢƦēöŭĒġͳ
ŸǔġƞǕńġŢūŊŭļ͌RŸǕġǔġƞ͇ƴńŊƦƛƞŸļƞġƦƦƞġƛŸƞƴĻŸƞūēöŭĒġͳ
ġöƦŊŢǛƼƦġĚŊŭŸƞĚġƞƴŸēŸŢŢġēƴĚöƴöĻƞŸūŸƴńġƞƛġŸƛŢġͳ
ŊŭǔŸŢǔġĚŊŭƴńġēńŊŢĚͬƦX0§͌ͳ
ͳ
²ƼļļġƦƴġĚÇƦġ͆ͳͳ

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*RDO
$QQXDO,(3*RDOV
IRU(GXDUGR

*RDO


*RDO


+RZGRHVWKHJRDO
(GXDUGRZLOOLQFUHDVHKLV
UHDGLQJDFKLHYHPHQWVFRUHV
IOXHQF\DQGFRPSUHKHQVLRQ
E\DVPHDVXUHGE\WKH
5RH%XUQV,QIRUPDO5HDGLQJ
,QYHQWRU\
(GXDUGRZLOOLQFUHDVHKLV
UHDGLQJYRFDEXODU\
DFKLHYHPHQWVFRUHVE\
DVPHDVXUHGE\WKH
BBBBBBB6FKRRO
&XUULFXOXP%DVHG
0HDVXUHPHQW7RROV
(GXDUGRZLOOLQFUHDVHKLVZULWLQJ
VNLOOVWRDJUDGHSURILFLHQF\LQ
WKHDUHDVRILGHDVDQGFRQWHQW
VHQWHQFHIOXHQF\DQG
FRQYHQWLRQVDVPHDVXUHGE\WKH
BBBB6WDWH6FRULQJ*XLGH
   
0DLQWDLQWKHVWXGHQW¶V
DQGIDPLO\¶VFXOWXUDO
FRPSHWHQFHDQGLQVXUH
WKH\KDYHDYRLFHLQ
WKHSURFHVV"

3DUHQWVDVVLVWLQFKRRVLQJ(QJOLVK
DQG6SDQLVKODQJXDJHERRNVIRU
SUDFWLFHWKDWDOLJQZLWK(GXDUGR¶V
LQWHUHVWVDQGVKDUHZLWKWHDFKHU
3DUHQWVNHHSDQGVKDUHMRXUQDORI
SURJUHVV
3DUHQWVDQGWHDFKHUZLOO
SRVW(QJOLVKDQG6SDQLVK
YRFDEXODU\ZRUGVDURXQG
KRPHDQGLQFODVVURRP
(GXDUGRZLOOEXLOGD
YRFDEXODU\ERRN
KLJKOLJKWLQJKLVIDYRULWH
ZRUGV
3DUHQWVDQGWHDFKHUVZLOOXVH
SURPSWVIURP(GXDUGR¶VFXOWXUDO
LQWHUHVWVFRRNLQJZLWKKLV
$EXHOLWDWUDYHOH[SHULHQFHVDQG
H[SHULHQFHVSOD\LQJVRFFHUZLWK
KLVIDWKHU
   
8VHWKHVWXGHQW¶VSULRU
H[SHULHQFHV"
%RRNVXVHGWRSUDFWLFHZLOO
LQFRUSRUDWHWRSLFVWKDWVKRZFDVH
(GXDUGR¶VLQWHUHVWVDQG
H[SHULHQFHVWRSLFVLQFOXGH
GLQRVDXUVDQLPDOVYHWHULQDULDQ
VWRULHVDQGVRFFHU
(GXDUGRZLOOLQFOXGH
YRFDEXODU\ZRUGVLQKLV
SUDFWLFHWKDWVKRZFDVHKLV
WUDYHOH[SHULHQFHDQG
NQRZOHGJHDERXW
GLQRVDXUVDQLPDOVFOLQLFDO
SUDFWLFHDQGVRFFHU
(GXDUGRZLOOGUDZSLFWXUHVRIKLV
VWRULHVEHIRUHKHZULWHVWKHP7KH
6725<PQHPRQLFDQG6'5'
SURFHVVHVZLOOEHXVHG5HDGLQJ
LQWHUHVWVDQGH[SHULHQFHVZLOOEH
XVHGDVSURPSWV
   
7DNHLQWR
FRQVLGHUDWLRQWKH
VWXGHQW¶VIDPLO\¶V
IUDPHRIUHIHUHQFH"

)DPLO\YDOXHVUHDGLQJWLPHDQG
UHDGLQJDFKLHYHPHQWLQERWK
(QJOLVKDQG6SDQLVK
(GXDUGRZLOOSUDFWLFHDQG
OHDUQ(QJOLVKDQG6SDQLVK
YRFDEXODU\DVZHOODV
ZRUGVIURPKLVLQWHUHVWV
DQGH[SHULHQFHV
)DPLO\XQGHUVWDQGVWKHLPSRUWDQFH
RIZULWLQJZHOODQGZDQWVWR
HQFRXUDJH(GXDUGR¶VSURJUHVV
   
&DSLWDOL]HRQWKH
VWXGHQW¶VSHUIRUPDQFH
VW\OHDQGPD[LPL]H
WKHVWXGHQW¶V
LQWHOOHFWXDO
VRFLDOSK\VLFDO
FDSDELOLWLHVDQGJLIWV"

(GXDUGRZLOOUHDGZLWKDUHDGLQJ
EXGG\DQGLQFRRSHUDWLYH
OHDUQLQJJURXSVFDSLWDOL]LQJRQ
KLVVRFLDOLQWHUHVWV
(GXDUGRZLOOEHDEOHWR
VRFLDOL]HZLWKKLVIDPLO\
DQGSHHUVZLWKKLV
YRFDEXODU\SRVWHUVDWKRPH
DQGVFKRRO(GXDUGRFRXOG
VKDUHKLV6SDQLVK
YRFDEXODU\ZLWKKLVSHHUV
(GXDUGRLVPRWLYDWHGWRGUDZ
(GXDUGR¶VLQWHUHVWVDQG
H[SHULHQFHVDUHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWR
ZULWLQJSUDFWLFH
   
)DFLOLWDWHVWXGHQW
VXFFHVVE\GHILQLQJ
VXFFHVVLQ
FROODERUDWLRQZLWKKLV
IDPLO\"
7KHIDPLO\ZLOOSOD\DNH\UROHLQ
EXLOGLQJWKHFRQWHQWVRI
(GXDUGR¶VUHDGLQJSUDFWLFHIRU
KRPHDQGVFKRRO
7KHIDPLO\ZLOOSOD\DNH\
UROHLQ(GXDUGR¶V
YRFDEXODU\EXLOGLQJDQG
SUDFWLFH
7KHIDPLO\¶VVWRULHVZLOOEHSDUWRI
(GXDUGR¶VZULWLQJSUDFWLFH








²ġēƴŊŸŭ̉͆ĚöƛƴŊŭļͳ
!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūĻŸƞƴńġͳ
²ƛġēŊöŢ0ĚƼēöƴŊŸŭͳ
ēŢöƦƦƞŸŸūǕŊƴń0ŭļŢŊƦńͳ
möŭļƼöļġēƝƼŊƦŊƴŊŸŭͳ
yġġĚƦͳͳ
ͳ
ͳ ͳ


ͳ

!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġÀġöēńŊŭļmġƦƦŸŭ§ŢöŭƦͳ
ͳ
ÀǛƛġŸĻͳ
!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūͳͳ
àńöƴŊƴūġöŭƦͳͳ àńöƴƴŸŢŸŸŞĻŸƞ͒ńŸǕƴŸƼƦġͳ
Ŋƴͳ
IŸƞūöŢ§ŢöŭƦͳͳ ²ƴöŭĚöƞĚƦ͇wöŭĚöƴġĚͳ
!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼū͇JŸǔġƞŭūġŭƴͳ
ªġƝƼŊƞġūġŭƴƦ͇(ŊƦƴƞŊēƴͳ
ªġƝƼŊƞġūġŭƴƦͳ
!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢöēēƼƞöēǛ͇ͳ
ŸƛƛŸƞƴƼŭŊƴŊġƦĻŸƞġǚƛöŭƦŊŸŭ͇ͳ
ǔŊƦƼöŢƦ͇öƼƴńġŭƴŊēͳ
ŭöƞƞöƴŊǔġƦ͒ƦŸƼƞēġƦ͇ͳ
ŊŭēŸƞƛŸƞöƴġǔöƞŊġƴǛ͇ͳ
ŊŭƴġƞöēƴŊǔġöēƴŊǔŊƴŊġƦͳͳ
²ǛūĒŸŢŊēͳ
!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūͳͳ
XŢŢƼƦƴƞöƴŊŸŭƦ͇ĚƞöǕŊŭļƦ͇ͳ
ƦǛūĒŸŢƦ͇ƛöŊŭƴŊŭļƦ͇öǕöƞĚƦ͇ͳ
ūƼƦŊē͇ēġŢġĒƞöƴŊŸŭƦ͇öƞƴŊĻöēƴƦͳ
ƴŸēŸŭŭġēƴƴŸēƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūöŭĚͳ
ēƼŢƴƼƞġͳͳ
XŭēŸƞƛŸƞöƴġƴńġƦġƦǛūĒŸŢƦͳ
ŊŭƴŸġǔġƞǛĚöǛēŢöƦƦƞŸŸūͳ
Ʀƛöēġ͆ǕöŢŢƦƛöēġ͇ĒŸŸŞƦ͇ͳ
ŊŭƦƴƞƼēƴŊŸŭöŢŊƴġūƦ͇ͳ
ġǚöūƛŢġƦġƴē͌ͳͳ
²ŸēŊġƴöŢͳ
!ƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼūͳͳ
XūƛƞġƦƦŊŸŭƦ͇ƛġƞƦƛġēƴŊǔġƦ͇ͳ
ƛġƞēġƛƴŊŸŭƦ͇ƦƴġƞġŸƴǛƛġƦ͇ͳ
ŊĚġöƦ͇ƼŭĚġƞƦƴöŭĚŊŭļƦĻƞŸūͳ
ŭġǕƦ͇ƦŸēŊöŢūġĚŊö͇ƛŸŢŊƴŊēƦͳͳ
0ŭļöļġŊŭēŸŭǔġƞƦöƴŊŸŭƦͳ
öŭĚĚŊƦēƼƦƦŊŸŭƦǕŊƴńͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦ͌!ƞġöƴġͳ
ēŸŭŭġēƴŊŸŭƦǕŊƴńƞġöŢŊƴŊġƦͳ
öŭĚƴńġƦġƛġƞēġƛƴŊŸŭƦ͌ͳ
XŭƴġƞƴǕŊŭġŊƴǕŊƴńƞġŢġǔöŭƴͳ
ēƼƞƞŊēƼŢƼū͌ͳͳ
ͳ
 


ªġƦŸƼƞēġƦĻŸƞ²ƴöĻĻ͇IöūŊŢŊġƦöŭĚ²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
wöƴġƞŊöŢͳ
ÀǛƛġͳͳ
ªġƦŸƼƞēġͳ ²ƼƛƛŸƞƴƦ͡àńöƴͳͳ ²ƼƛƛŸƞƴƦ͡ͳ
àńŸͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ǕǕǕ͌ƴŸŢġƞöŭēġ͌Ÿ
ƞļ͒ƦƼƛƛŢġūġŭƴ͒Ē
ġŊŭļ͡ēƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛ͡ƞġ
ƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġͳͳ
XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöŢJƼŊĚġöĒŸƼƴͳ
!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġͳ
ÀġöēńŊŭļͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ŊƞŊƦ͌ƛġöĒŸ
ĚǛ͌ǔöŭĚġƞĒŊŢƴ͌ġĚƼ
͒ūŸĚƼŢġ͒ēŢĚġ͒ͳͳ
XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭwŸĚƼŢġĻŸƞͳ
!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġͳ
ÀġöēńŊŭļͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ǕǕǕ͌ĒƞŸ
Ǖŭ͌ġĚƼ͒öēöĚġūŊ
ēƦ͒ġĚƼēöƴŊŸŭ͡öŢŢŊ
öŭēġ͒ƴġöēńŊŭļ͡ĚŊ
ǔġƞƦġ͡ŢġöƞŭġƞƦ͒ͳͳ
XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöŢJƼŊĚġöĒŸƼƴͳ
!ƼŢƴƼƞöŢŢǛªġƦƛŸŭƦŊǔġͳ
ÀġöēńŊŭļͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ǕǕǕ͌ēŸŢŸ
ƞŊŭēŸŢŸƞöĚŸ͌Ÿƞļ͒ͳͳ
ŭŢŊŭġƞġƦŸƼƞēġĻŸƞͳ
ƴġöēńŊŭļ0mmƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
IöūŊŢŊġƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ƞƴŊ̊ƦƼēēġƦ
Ʀ͌Ÿƞļ͒ƞġŢöƴġĚ͡ƞƴŊ͡ƴ
ŸƛŊēƦ͒ġŭļŢŊƦń͡Ţġö
ƞŭġƞƦͳͳ
XŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöŢJƼŊĚġöĒŸƼƴͳ
ªÀXöŭĚ0mmƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ġƦŢĻöƦƴ͌ēŸ
ū͒ͳͳ
ªġöĚŊŭļ§ƞŸļƞöūͳͳ ²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġͳͳ ǕǕǕ͌0ƦŢ͡ŢöĒ͌ēŸūͳ mŊƦƴġŭŊŭļēŸūƛƞġńġŭƦŊŸŭͳ
ƛƞöēƴŊēġ͒ƝƼŊǥǥġƦͳͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġ͡ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢͳ
§ƞŸļƞöūͳͳ
ǕǕǕ͌ēƞŸƦƦēƼŢƴƼƞ
ġĚ͌ēŸūͳͳ
§ƞŸļƞöūƛƞŸǔŊĚŊŭļͳ
ǕŸƞŞƦńŸƛƦ͇ǕŸƞŞĒŸŸŞƦͳ
öŭĚƦġƞǔŊēġƦĻŸēƼƦġĚŸŭͳ
0mm͇²§0(͇öŭĚJŊĻƴġĚͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳ
àġĒƦŊƴġ͡ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢͳ
§ƞŸļƞöūͳ
ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ĒġļŢöĚƴƞöŊ
ŭŊŭļ͌ēŸū͍͒ļēŢŊĚΖ
0XöX©ŸĒ!ńwX̍Ě
(ĚŞēū̊̌Xßhġ
§ƞŸļƞöūƛƞŸǔŊĚŊŭļͳ
ǕŸƞŞƦńŸƛƦ͇ƞġƦŸƼƞēġƦ͇öŭĚͳ
ƦƴƞöƴġļŊġƦĻŸƞƴġöēńŊŭļ0mmͳ
ƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ


J!ń̆Ǖū̋w0
æ²0ļhJ͓(
͓ Ǖ0ͳͳ
ªġƦŸƼƞēġͳ
ļƼŊĚġͳ
ńƴƴƛƦ͆͒͒ƞġĻƼļġġƦ͌Ÿ
ƞļ͒Ǖƛ͡ēŸŭƴġŭƴ͒Ƽ
ƛŢŸöĚƦ͒̈̆̇̋͒̇̈͒²ġ
ƞǔŊŭļ͡ªġĻƼļġġƦ͡
ǕŊƴń͡(ŊƦöĒŊŢŊƴŊġƦ͌
ƛĚĻͳͳ
ª0ƦŸƼƞēġļƼŊĚġĻŸēƼƦġĚͳ
ŸŭƦƼƛƛŸƞƴŊŭļªġĻƼļġġƦͳ
ǕŊƴńƦƛġēŊöŢŭġġĚƦͳ
ŊŭēŢƼĚŊŭļöĚƼŢƴƦ͇ēńŊŢĚƞġŭͳ
öŭĚƴńġŊƞĻöūŊŢŊġƦͳͳ
²ƴöĻĻ͒ͳ
§ƞŸĻġƦƦŊŸŭöŢƦͳͳ
IöūŊŢŊġƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ ŭġJŢŸĒġjŊĚƦͳͳ XŭƴġƞöēƴŊǔġƦƴŸƞŊġƦĻƞŸūͳ
öƞŸƼŭĚƴńġǕŸƞŢĚ͌ͳͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ ªġūŊŭĚ͆jġġƛŊŭͳ
ÀŸƼēńǕŊƴńͳ
§öƞġŭƴƦͳ
ŭġǕöǛļƞŸƼƛēńöƴƴŊŭļͳ
öƛƛŢŊēöƴŊŸŭͳͳ
IöūŊŢŊġƦͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ ÀŸƼēńöĒŢġ0öƞƴńͳͳ ßŊĚġŸƦĒǛŞŊĚƦĻŸƞŞŊĚƦͳ
öĒŸƼƴĚŊĻĻġƞġŭƴƛöƞƴƦŸĻƴńġͳ
ǕŸƞŢĚͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ 0ĚƼēƞġöƴŊŸŭͳͳ ƛƛĻŸƞēƞġöƴŊŭļūöƴġƞŊöŢƦͳ
öŭĚēŸŢŢöĒŸƞöƴŊŭļǕŊƴńͳ
ŸƴńġƞƦƴƼĚġŭƴƦöŭĚͳ
ƴġöēńġƞƦͳͳ
ÀġöēńġƞƦͳͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ jŊĚƦ§Ţöŭġƴͳ
(ŊƦēŸǔġƞǛͳͳ
ßŊƞƴƼöŢöĚǔġŭƴƼƞġƦĻŸƞͳ
ġǚƛŢŸƞŊŭļĚŊĻĻġƞġŭƴͳ
ēƼŢƴƼƞġƦ͇ēŸƼŭƴƞŊġƦ͇ēŊƴŊġƦ͇ͳ
öŭŊūöŢƦöŭĚļġŸļƞöƛńǛͳ
²ƴƼĚġŭƴƦͳͳ
ƛƛͳ !ƼŢƴƼƞöŢͳ
!ŸūƛöƦƦͳͳ
ƛƛƴńöƴƛƞŸǔŊĚġƦͳ
ŊŭĻŸƞūöƴŊŸŭöĒŸƼƴŸƴńġƞͳ
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